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'PREFACE

The concept of the factors of structural safety presently appliedto the design of fixed*-
wing aircraft can be traced back some 50 years. The numerical values of these factors are
based on experience hidden away in history, and literature and requirements only give-indica-
tions of the various aspects which the factors are intended to ,cover, thus showing a lack of
rational definition.

The last decades have brought about rapid progress in establishing aerodynamic
derivatives, defining load conditions and predicting structural loads as well as enabling more
detailed analyses for stress and deformation to be made.

The lack of a rational basis for the factors of safety together with the progress made
brought about a discussion of changing the concept and the factors involved. AGARD
Structural and Materials Panel formed an ad hoc Group to condense this discussion.

The three pilot papers contained in this report address thedifferent aspects which are
envisaged, and show up inconsistencies of the present concept as well as means and methods
for possible changes and examples of the outcome. An additional paper summarizes what is
going on in the field of civil engineering with respect to structural safety.

It is hoped that these papers will rise to a concerted-effort towards rationalizing the
concept of structural safety in aircraft design.

R.J.Mi",YER-JENS
Chairman, Ad Hoc Group
on Factors of Safety
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FACTOR OF SAFETY/LIMIT LOAD CONCEPT-MAXIMUM LOAD CONCEPT
by

H. Struck
Load Criteria Section

Vereinigte Flugtechnische Werke - Fokker GmbI, D-2800 Bremen
Germany

j
SUMMARY

It is the philosophy of the present airworthiness regulations for airplane design
to define the expected loads during operation in terms of limit loads. The required
margin odf safety between these limit loads and the ultimate loads has until now been
covered by a factor of safety of 1.5. The proposal is made to rethink the philosophy
of having a fixed factor of safety, taking into account the probability of load
occurrences and variations in the properties of materials. The load level of limited
loads or of extremely rare occurrences could then be defined as maximum loads with
a lower factor of safety. Three possible methods of predicting maximum loads are
proposed.

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The present-day safety factor for aircraft structures, as applied to manned aircraft,
dates back 50 years. During this period considerable progress has been made, expecially
in the fields of structural materials, semifinished products, and testing methods.
Furthermore advances in aerodynamics and aeroelasticity, combined with developments
in electronic data-processing (EDP), facilitate a better prediction of structural loads.

A reappraisal of the safety factor would therefore seem to be in order, not with
the intention of lowering the level of safety, but with the aim of examining the various
safety requirements in the light of present knowledge. In this connection design loads
should be defined as those loads that will be exceeded only with a small probability.

cThey are then called maximum loads. At present possibilities for the application of
this-view are visualized mainly for military aircraft, and three possible-methods are
recommended:

- semi-statistical/semi-deterministic

- statistical: Extreme-value distribution

- semi-statistical/semi-empirical

2.0 LIMIT LOAD CONCEPT

2.1 Historical Review

Since the early days of aviation all countries engaged in aircraft constrution
have been concerned with safety in aircraft design. Safety factors were introduced into
the design of the structure to take care of uncertainties which could not be properly
assessed by the technological means of that time, such as

a) the possible occurrence of load levels higher than the limit load

b) uncertainties in the theoretical or experimental determination of stresses

c) scatter in the properties of structural materials, and inaccuracies in
workmanship and production

c) deterioration of the strenght of materials during the operational life
of the aircraft

Figure 1 shows the development of the safety factor as required by American, British,
French, and earlier German regulations. In comparing American and German regulations
it should be kept in mind that limit loads were defined differently, so that the American
specification CAR yields higher ultimate loads, although the corresponding safety factor
is imaller, e.g., since

-nu - j x n, for large gross weights

nu - 1.5 x 2.5 - 3.75 for CAR

U M -1.8 x 2.0 - 3.60 for BVF
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The corresponding values -for the yield safety factor, or factor of proof test,
for the varou countries is also shown in Table 1. The ratio juj is given as about 1.5
by currently valid American and British specifications, with the eception of -the Briutish-
military specification Av.P. 970. It distinguishes two groups (Referenco 6)

a) cases for which the load level is not limI.ted by the capabilities of the
aircraft but is defined on the basis of experience, with safety factors
as- listed in Table 1

b) cases where the aircraft is ificapable of producing operational loads in
excess of prescribed load levels, or where operational loads are limited
by reliable means. For these cases an ultimate factor Ju is not defined.

ULTIMATE LOAD P=-e

LIMIT LOAD P P -

1.5 ULTIMATE

- GROUND LOADS

I 3 •FLIGHT LOADS

1.2 ,

LIMIT

1.0-, -

I , 3 4 5 6 7 8
-~n

0.9

0.8

0.7 REPEATED LOADS PR

FIG. 2 SAFETY FACTORS - AIR 200 D

The French military specifications AIR 2004/D (Reference 4) require various ultimate
factors. For ground loads the factor Ju decreases to 1.3 for the undercarriage and its
support structure. For flight loads the ultimate factor depends on the category of air-
craft, i.e. on the maneuver load factor. In addition to this the concept of frequent loads
(charges sGres, or charges de base) has been introduced into the AIR 2004/D Regulation.
They are defined as the maximum loads occurring during normal operation, and differ from
limit loads by a factor of 1. This factor depends al o on the aircraft category. ,Fig. 2
ohows the safety factoks according toAIR 2004/D in relation to limit load. Beyond this
limit, loads are required not to cause permanent deformations larger than 5 % of defor-
mations under this load.

The ratio of ultimate stress to ylield stress has decrpas- cn hiuously with the
increasing use of high-strength materials, so that currehftly-its value ranges between
1.1 and1.5. Fig. 3 shows the trend -of tha liA four decades. It is interesting to note
that, th. -ult-, .- faratz- or afety was defined in 1934, when the aluminum alloy 2024 with
approximately the same ratio of ultimate (:o yield strength had generally come into use in

O - aircraft construction.
0
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FIG.5 VARIATION WITH TEMPERATURE

Fig. 4 shows the dependence of ultimate strength/yield strength on ultimate tensile
strength of some structural materials used today in aircraft construction at room
temperature. Fig. 5 shows the dependence of this ratio on temperature. These figures show
that the high-strength aluminum alloys, high heat treat steels and titanium alloys in
current use have a considerably smaller ratio of ultimate to yield strength than 1.5. It
should however be kept in mind that within certain groups of materials toughness decreases
with increasing yield strength, an aspect which is important in fracture mechanics con-
sideration.

2.2 Inconsistencies ahd Deviations

It can be said that in general the present-day safety factor is a more or less
arbitrary factor which is multiplied with the limit load or the load factor in order to
make sure that prescribed loads may be exceeded by a certain amount before failure of the
structure occurs. In general the safety factor also provides for enough strength to avoid
permanent deformations due to occurring loads. Limit loads, however, are defined indepen-
dently of the probability of their occurrence, i.e. safety margins differ according to the
type of loading and structural component. Some examples follow:

Limited Loads - For these in-flight loads which are either limited by the capability
of the aircraft or by reliable means, the same safety factor is appl]3ed as for those whose
maximum values are not limited, or cannot be determined within close tolerances. Limited
loads are, for instance,.

- loads caused by internal pressure (cabin)

loads caused by control surfaces with limited deflections

- thrust loads of engines or rockets

- loads caused by negative gauge pressures near absolute vacuum

- the occurring load does not have the same safety factor as the main load
parameter, as for instance, in the case of up and down gusts (Fig. 6):

(1) Safety factor (2) Safety factor
associated with associated4 with
load factor additi6nai load factor
nx j - j (1+ An) n x j - I + j An
tp: 1.5 (+2) - + 4.5 up: - I + 1.5 x 2 - + 4.0
down: - 1.5 (1-2) = - 1.5 down: - 1 - 1.5x 2 = - 2.0
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In the first case the safety factor is applied to the total load, and yields a ultimate
load for the "down-case" lower than that for a gust velocity 1.5 times larger. In the
second case the additional load factor is factored out of the gust effect, producing
a valu6 for the "up case" lower than that when total loads are considered.

The Dutch aviation agency RID have stipulated a special requirement for the
structural design of a single aircraft type. It raises the ultimate negative gust load
factor, as is defined in FAR 25, by An - - 0.6. This requirement is derived with the
assumption that the safety factor is split into two parts, one for uncertainties in the
load, the other for uncertainties in the strength of the material,

i JL x JS = 1.25 x 1.2 - 1.5

With this requirement the ultimate negative gust load factor becomes n x j = 2.1
in the preceding example, i.e. somewhat larger than in case 2. Fig. 6 shows the compari-
son of the two cases, and the RLD requirement, presented as case 3.

2.3 Development of Computation and Test Methods

In the last three decades the3retical and experimental methods of aerodynamics have
been developed considerably so that the prediction of aerodynamic forces on structures
and their distribution is more accurate than in the past. Virtually all types of in-flight
and ground loads can be determined today with the aid of EDP. Calculations also can include
the effects of non-linearities and control elements (actuators, dampers, CSAS, etc.). Fig. 7
shows the influence of control components (actuators and CSAS) for a modern fighter during
a rolling maneuver. In the past, calculations of longitudinal and lateral motions were
decoupled to a large extent because of the large computational effort involved. Today
calculations with five of six rigid-body degrees of freedom are quite common.

While in the past, undercarriage loads were determined for each undercarriage separa-
tely by associating it with an equivalent mass (unit load), it is today possible to cal-
culate the landing impact dynamically as a whole. Although aeroelastic problems have in-
creased with increasing flight speed and aircraft complexity, the capability to cope with
them has, on the whole, increased at the same rate. Here, too, the availability of compu-
ters helped to increase the number of degrees of freedom which are used to describe the
dynamic nehavioL of the aircraft. In the field of statics and strength of materials much
more detailed stress calculations can and are made tharnks to matrix methods, expecially the
finite-element method. Advances in experimental techniques concerning measurements and the
application of loads to structures also provide a considerably more detailed check on cal-
culations by static and fatigue tests.
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Furthermore flight testing today is in the position of being able to supply
a multitude of data because of improvements in the collection, transmission and processing
of experimental data. It is, for instance, common practice to measure sectional forces
according to MIL-Spec. 8871 at various stations of the structure in flight (several wing
cross-sections, at least one empennage section, and one fuselage section). Any significant
discrepancies in the measured and the predicted values are then taken into account in the
design of production aircraft. A better knowledge of material properties under various
conditions (environment), and the ability to test materials and structures non-destructively
(X-ray, ultrasonic methods, etc.) makes a comprehensive and thorough quality control
possible, beginning with the manufacture of materials and semi-finished products, and
ending with the final check of the operational aircraft.

3.0 MAXIMUM LOAD CONCEPT

3.1 Basic Ideas

For the past 20 years the question has been raised by structural experts of various
institutions, whether the rather rigid safety factor of 1.5 is still realistic today. This
has been documented in numerous publications (see References). One of the alternativeto the
1.5 safety factor that has been proposed is the maximum load concept. The basic ideas of
this concept were developed by W. Braun (Reference i1)and J. v. Osnabrugge and N. Schipper
(Reference 12). The term Maximum Load Concept was, however, coined later by Aldinio and
Tagliaferri (Reference 13).

The main idea of the maximum load concept is to split the proven safety factor of
1.5 into two parts in a rational fashion, one for the uncertainties in the loading (deter-
minatlon of loads, static calculations), the other for uncertainties in strength (scatter
of material properties and inaccuracies in construction). Allowable loads are defined as
those load values that will only be exceeded by expected loads with a prescribed small
probability. These loads are then referred to as maximu loads.

The Airworthiness Commitee of the International C ,'vi-1Aviat~on Organization (ICAO)
discussed, among other things, the subject of maximum road concept in the period from
1957 to 1970. It'was decided in Montreal in late 1970 not to pursue this concept for the
time being as a possible basis for airworthiness regulations. Several proposals however,
were made to improve structural safety. This subject was also discussed by tha Study Group
Structures of the AECMA (Association Europienne des Constructedrs do Material Aerbspatial)
in the context of the Joint Airworthiness Requirement (JAR). These deliberations led to the
suggestion to split the safety factor into the previously mentioned two parts, and to
considei load limits as maximum loads.
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Gust or landing loads are strongly influenced by random physical or human
characteristics. But also in these casez safety could be much better defined by
extrapolating loads from statistical data, rather than the application of a safety
factor of 1.5 for all cases. Loads, furthermore, that are limited naturally by the
ability of the aircraft to produce them, or by internal aircraft systems, could be
regarded as maximum loads to which a safety factor need not be applied. The deter-
mination of maximum loads with a small probability of being exceeded is-entirely
possible for modern fighters which are limited in their maneuvers, or for control con-
figured vehicles (CCV) which are in any case equipped with a fly-by-wire flight control
system.

As a principle the prescribed design boundaries and the corresponding safety factor
should not be separated, i.e. the entire design philosophy should be considered. There-
fore a mixed application of various regulations to a single project is not advisable.
Up to now the safety factor has been reduced in only a few cases. Within the pertinent
regulations only the case of the American MIL-Spec. 1960 issue is known, where no safety
margin is required for the undercarriage and its supporting structure. It may be supposed
that with the consent of the appropriate authorities the safety factor or the load level
could be reduced in the following casesA

- in emergencies, such as emergency landings into an

arresting net or cable

- for transient phenomena (hammer shock pressures in aircraft inlets)

- where actuators are power-limited and large loads cannot be produced

3.2 Suggested Models

The following models are proposed for the application of the maximum load concept:

3.2.1 Semi-statistical/semi-deterministic

In the past operational loads were predominantly checked by measurement of the main
load parameters, in the form of cumulative frequencies or load spectra (Reference 14).
They are:

- the normal load factor, in flight and on the ground

- the angle of sideslip and/or the transverse load factor

- the rolling velocity in flight

- the bank angle during landing.

On the basis of these load spectra a probability of occurence of the main load parameters
is defined for each type of mission and maneuver, and the maximum value of the main load
parameter can be determined from this.

If, for instance, an aircraft is designed for air-to-air combat, a maximum load
factor of 9.0 may be derived from the statistical cumulative frequency distribution for
every tenth aircraft after 4000 flight hours. This value is taken to be the maximum main
load parameter. ror this load parameter the loads produced by the maneuvers specified in
the pertinent regulations are determined by means of a deterministic calculation such
that the maximum value of the main load parameter is just attained, but not exceeded. An
example is the loads as a function of time produced by the actuation of cockpit controls
according to MIL-8861.

3.2.2 Statistical: Extreme value distribution

As a rule, load spectra are produced with the objective of determining magnitude
and frequency of operational loads. These, in turn, are used in vibration tests to
determine the corresponding fatigue life of the structure. Load spectra like these are
derived from relatively short time records, compared to the actual operational life time;
they do not contain those maximum values that might be expected to occur during the entire
operational life of the structure, i.e. a knowledge of which is necessary for the design.

In 1967, 0. Buxbaum, of LBF, suggested a method to determine design loads from extreme
values of frequency distributions (Reference 15). This method is capable of deriving design
loads by means of the statistical evaluation of the extreme values, in cases where the
range, the maximum value, and the scatter of the spectrum may be safely assumed. The design
load determined in this way is described by its magnitude and its probability of exceedance.

As an example the maximum rolling moment at the horizontal tail of the Transall C160
was determiqed in this way by means of in-flight measurements. The design load was taken
to be that maximum value of the extreme value distribution expected to occur once for
every tenth aircraft. Figure 8 shows the extreme value distribution for the rolling moment
at the horizontal tail for 53 flights. The design load case with W U - 10 % for 1250 flights
is also shown there, i.e. this rolling moment is expected to occur once for every tenth
aircraft within 1250 flights. For purposes of information the values for an exceedance
probability of Wa - 50 % (every second aircraft) and Wa - 90 % (almost every aircraft)
are also shown.
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The horizontal tail of the C160 wasn first dosigned according to the proscribed

French AIR 2004/D specification, it requires for the. asymetric loadingof the horizontal

tail to assume-
100 % of the maximum load for syetric flight cases on pne side of the
plane of symetry, and 75 1 of this load on the other side;

- in the vicinity of atal]-, 100 t of the maaxi.mum load on. one side and SO0 on
the other side.

The imagnitude of the rolling momenit at the horizontal tail, is about tvice the moment

derived frzom AIR 2004/D.
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In Fig. 9 a further example of the extreme value distribution is shown, i.e.,
a vertical acceleration on the rear fuselage of the C160 measured in 24 ground runs.
This distribution clearly shows the range for maximum engine speed, i.e., the range
where almost no rise in extreme values can be detected for decreasing probability
of occurrence. Under absolutely equal ground run condftions the extreme values should
be independent of the probability Wfl, i.e., they could be taken as limited loads.

3.3.3 semi-stat-istical/emi-emirical

It has been known for some years that VG and VGH measurements do not suffice for
the definition of criteria for structural design. In order to obtain statistically
supported design criteria, a special NACA Sub-Comittee on Aircraft, Loads recommnded
in 1954 to expand statistical load programs to the extent that they included measurements
of time histori s of eight parameters (three linear accelerations, three angular
accelerations, airspeed and altitude). The first measurements of this kind were ade with
the F 105 D Fighter in peace time with the aim to develop a maneuver load concept which
was to predict design loads for the fuselage, wing, horisontal iil, and vertical tail
(Rference 16). All data were pocessed to calculate time 'histories of loads, with peaks
called "observed loads". The data oacillograms were examined in order to define 23
recognisable types of maneuver.
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Assuming that for every type of maneuver the same sequence of aircraft motion
occurs with the exception of differences in amplitude and duration, the measured para-
meters were normalized with respect to amplitude and time. Finally, to determine the
loads,the normalized parameters were denormalized in order to get the load peak
distribution for the wing, the fuselage, and the empennage. The good agreement between
observed and predicted load peak distribution demonstrated the feasibility of the maneuver
model technique for the F-105 D aircraft.

The F-106 Fighter was selected to demonstrate this model on another aircraft. The
detailed results of 3770 flight test hours made it possible to apply the maneuver model
technique, i.e. the empirical calculation of component loads as compared to the F-106
design loads (Reference 17). The results in the form of cumulative occurrence of the
loads for wing, elevon, and vertical tail made it possible to determine the design
load for a given cumulative occurrence.

105

145 IFLGHrs

00

10 - / ~

10"  .

'DesignLoad,1 a
C102

U - Design
0 \r

E 10 *" ...

0

10 everyA/C

iA/
/ every ,thA/C

-16 -8 0 8 16
Load x 1O3 lb

FIG. O CUMULATIVE OCCURRENCES OF VERTICAL
STABILIZER LOADS

Fig. 10 shows the results for the vertical tail as published by general Dynamics
Corporation. It shows how the maximum load for structural strenqth considerations may
be derived from the plots of cumulative occurrence. Two cases are shown there. One is
the load that may be expected to occur once in the operational life of every aircraft,
the other is the load expected for every fourth aircraft.

i~.
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3.3 Possibilities of Application

A change in the present safety factor may be considered appropriate, with due regard
to durability requirements in the cases of -

Limited loads -

a) loads limited by aircraft internal systems, such as cabin pressure, hydraulic
pressure etc.

b) loads that can be determined with sufficient accuracy, or are given within
narrow tolerances by design requirements, such as engine thrust, engine inlet
pressures, etc.

c) loads that are incapable of being achieved physically, such as those resulting
from negative gauge pressures near absolute vacuum, or from aerodynamic
boundaries (stall).

Loads resulting from extreme values - Loads which may be derived with sufficient
accuracy from measured extreme values.

Aircraft with load alleviation systems -

a) loads which cannot be exceeded in practice by built in limiters,
such as bob-weights, shakers, and pushers at the control stick.

b) loads that have been determined for a flight vehicle with automatic
control or redundant load alleviation systems (maneuver load control,
CSAS, etc.)-

Double failures - Loads that have been determined for double failures where an
indication of the failure is assured.

4.0 CONCLUSION

The question is raised whether the current factor of safety of j = 1.5 still makes
sense today. The aim here is to achieve the same degree of safety for all loading con-
ditions. One way to this objective that has already been indicated by structural experts,
is to replace the limit load concept by the maximum load concept, i.e., to introduce
maximum loads with a reduced safety factor in place of limit loads with a safety factor
of 1.5. The main criterion for the design of combat aircraft is given by the maneuver
loads. These are capable of being assessed quite accurately at the present time, thanks
to the lay out of modern combat aircraft on one hand, and to improved methods of pre-
dicting loads on the other hand.

Three possible methods to determine maximum loads are being proposed:

- semi-statistical/semi-deterministic

- statistical: Extreme-value distribution

- semi statistical/semi-empirical

Which of the methods is used depends on the design philosophy for the aircraft in
question, and to what extent available statistical data can be applied.

At the present time the life time of an aircraft has become increasingly important
in aircraft design. The weight savings due to the application of the maximum load concept
therefore should hot be overlooked. In fact, the aim here should be to detect inconsisten-
cies within the current concepts and to indicate ways of eliminating them. This may be
accomplished by defining and determining design loads individually according to their
mission and probability of occurence.

In the field of materials research and construction methodi some efforts have been
made to develop materials tailored to specific applications mrd load conditions, and to
design structures to take full advantage of new materials. The question is whether even
larger uncertainties in the determination of loads are being overlooked. The engineering
means of determining these loads exist, but the integration of the body of knowledge and
experience in predicting loads could be improved by more systematic studies.

We present these ideas to AGARD, because we feel that if some of these arguments
could be incorporated in future recommendations, AGARD would be a suitable institution
to make these recommendations to the participating nations. The working methods within
AGARD especially, such as the cooperation of the various panels (e.g. SVP and FDP)
promise to help attain this objective.
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SUMMARY

It is now 40 years or morel since the factors of safety for fixed-wing aircraft
were last adjusted in the UK, USA and Germany, and it is considered timely to review
them again. This pilot paper looks at thrae aspects of the question posed by the title:

a) the prima facie case
b) the probabilistic approach
c) the potential reduction in mass

There is a strong prima facie case, and predicted mass savings for both combat and
transport aircraft lend additional support to the argument.

Data is needed to provide a basis for a more representative study of the probabilities

of failure; research into this aspect would be very worthwhile.

1 INTRODUCTION

A definition, by referring to basic principles, will often reveal facets of a problem
which have been overlooked in the ready acceptance of subsequent interpretations. In
seeking a definition of the factor of safety, one is surprised to find that AvP970, the
British handbook of Design Requirements for Service Aircraft2 , does not appear to give a
definition, although the proof factor and ultimate factor are mentioned in Chapter 200,
and Leaflet 200/3 is devoted to an exposition of the fundamental principles underlying
the choice of their numerical values.

The British Civil Airworthiness Requirements (BCAR)3 carry a definition in Chapter

D1-2, para 4.5:

"Factors of Safety (for static strength)

Design factors (proof and ultimate) to provide for the possibility of loads
greater than those expected in normal conditions of operation, uncertainties
in design and variations of structural strength, including variation of strength
resulting from deterioration in service".

This definition is interesting in that it gives some indication of the various aspects
which the factor is intended to cover:

Uncertainties in loads
Inaccuracies in structural analysis
Variations in strength properties of materials
Deterioration during service life

To this list might be added:

Variations in build standard between nominally identical components.

An oblique reference to these sources of variability is made in para 7 of AvP970
Leaflet 200/5, which states that due allowance must be made for them if the specified
factors of safety are to be regarded as adequate.

In considering the factors of safety, therefore, attention must be given to the five
sources of variability listed above, and to any changes in variability which have occurred
during the past 40 years. A study of these five sources forms the basis of the prima
facie case, which presents an argument for reducing the factor of safety. The effect of
such a reduction on the probability of failure is shown in the next section of the paper,
whilst the effect on operational mass is given in the later sections.

*EDITOR'S NOTE

This presentation is a compendium of four papers, suitably edited, which were
originally written for the Structures Research Sub Committee of the Society of British
Aerospace Companies.

All

.........
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2 THE PRIMA FACIn CASE
4

2.1 Loads

At the time when the ultimate factor was last adjusted (from 2.0 down to 1.5, circa
1935), no flight load data collection had been made to substantiate the basis for the
manoeuvres, gust encounters, etc, defined in the requirements. Aerodynamic load
distribution diagrams were based on simple lifting surfaces of fixed geometry, and no
allowance was made for elastic distortion or for dynamic effects.

It is reasonable to assume that modern load prediction methods, coupled with a
better understanding of the flight envelope, should predict applied forces to a higher
standard of accuracy than the methods of yesteryear.

2.2 Structural Analysis

Probably the greatest change in the design process during the past 20 years has
been the introduction of the computer for structural analysis. The earlier analytical
methods, involving over-simplification of the structure to idealise it as a system of
beams, struts, ties and shear webs which were amenable to mathamatical treatment, have
been largely supplanted by finite element techniques giving a much closer approximation
to the true state of affairs. The computer has not been used to speed up the old
methods; it has made possible a new approach to structural analysis, and this fact should
be recognised when reviewing the factors of safety.

As a counter-argument it should be noted, however, that for many years it has been
the practice in the UK and elsewhere to confirm the structural analysis of the major
airframe components by means of a static strength test, usually taken to destruction.
Any surplus strength has usually been absorbed by developing the aircraft, eg by
specifying a greater payload, whilst any strength deficiency has been remedied by local
modification.

Since this practice applies whether or not a refined structural analysis has been
used, the final outcome is the same; namely that the major components of the aircraft
have a fairly uniform reserve factor as near as possible to unity. The only components
not proved by structural testing are secondary items such as trailing edges, undercarrtage
doors and fairings together with some internal structure such as light wing ribs.

2.3 Material Properties

Materials for aeronautical use have always been subject to a strict quality control,
and it is doubtful if any credit can be claimed for improvements in this area. Moreover,
the introduction of B values has already effectively taken account of a reduction in the
factors of safety in certain applications, such as fail-safe structures.

2.4 Deterioration during Service Life

Structures are now expected to survive service lives far in excess of those
anticipated even a few years ago. Corrosion, wear, loosening of fasteners and
distortion due to mishandling must all he considered, and none of these sources of
deterioration has decreased in severity over the years.

However, the official requirements make it clear that the ultimate factor is
sometimes set at a high value as a safeguard against fatigue (eg BCAR, where for pressure
cabins an ultimate factor of 2.0 is required and as high as 3.0 is recommended). This
attitude towards fatigue is somewhat outmoded, and it would be more in keeping with
modern philosophies if all 3tatic strength calculations were based on a factor of safety
which excluded fatigue considerations. The reduction of working stresses to ensure the
necessary fatigue resistance is nowadays regarded as a separate, but nonetheless important,
operation, and it cannot be achieved by the application of an arbitrarily inflated factor
applied to the static design cases.

2.5 Build Standard

The past decade has seen the widespread introduction of numerically-controlled
machines for the production of wing skins, spars and ribs; automatic riveting machines
for the attachment of stringers; close-to-form £orgings; premium quality castings and a
stricter control of processes of all kinds.

These improvements in quality have led to a reduction in variability between
nominally identical components which should be reflected in a reduction of the factors
of safety.

2.6 Potential Reductions

Of the five linted sources of variability, at least three -

Load pred:Lction
Structural analysis
Build standard

have shown improvement over the past 25 years or so, and these improvements should be
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considered when reviewing the factors of safety.

Two sources have shown no improvement -

Material-properties
Deterioration in service

but allowance has already been made for an improved statistical assessment of material
properties through the introduction of B values.

3 THE PROBABILISTIC APPROACHS

3.1 Instantaneous Probability of Failure

It has been demonstrated by Hooke6 that at a given time in the life of a structure
the instantaneous probability of failure may be obtained if probability density
distributions of structural strength and of applied loading are available. (See Fig 1).
This probability is compounded from the conditions of load exceeding strength and is "j
clearly dependent upon the shape of the "tail" portions of the intersecting probability
density diagrams, together with the ratio of the mean values of the load and strength
as given by the ultimate factor (assuming a reserve factor of unity).

A pilot calculation has been performed assuming a normal distribution (for the
convenience of available tabulated properties) for both the load and strength probabilities,
and the same value of standard deviation in each case. For an ultimate factor of 1.5
it was found necessary to assume a minimum value of the standard deviation of 0.052 x
mean, so as to remain within the available data range (max of 4 standard deviations from
the mean value). Fig 2 shows the resulting variation in probability of failure per
flight against ultimate factor, assuming no structural deterioration with time.
The assumed distributions give a large increase in probability of failure as the ultimate
factor is reduced.

Using more representative statistical data on aircraft loading and strength gives
less severe trends. Dr A.O.Payne, a co-worker of Hooke at ARL, has applied the above
approach using probability density data derived from manoeuvre load statistics and from
structural strength statistics on major aircraft components7. Payne's curve of
probability of failure against ultimate factor is included in Fig 2, showing a marked
difference in gradient from the "normal distributions" curve.

3.2 Cumulative Probability of Failure (Constant Strength Structure)

The pilot calculation was continued to determine the cumulative probability of
failure against number of flights, initially assuming constant strength structure.
The Theorem of Total Probability gives the probability of at least one failure in
flightsz-

P 1- (1- p)n

Whore p = constant probability of failure per flight.
Since p is of small order the expression simplifies to:-

P - np

Applying this equation to the data from Fig 2 gives the curves of cumulative
probability against number of flights and ultimate factor shown in Fig 3. The main array
of curves is from Payne's work, but also shown for reference are the lines corresponding
to the assumed normal distributions in the pilot calculation, again illustrating the
sensitivity of these calculations to the input data.

3.3 Cumulative Probability of Failure (Deteriorating Structure)

The final stage of the pilot calculation wzs to consider the effects of structural
deterioration towards the end of the service life. A safe-life design was considered,
using data on residual strength against life presented by Payne8 and assuming a service
life of 3000 flights. At a given ultimate factor (intact structure) the variation in
mean strength during the period of structural deterioration was expressed in terms of a
progressive reduction in the ultimate factor to a value of 1.2 at the end of the life
(AvP970 residual strength requirement - 1.2 x limit load). Payne's data was adapted to
produce curves of mean residual strength against life (see Fig 4) for various ratios of
final residual strength to intact structure ultimate strength. The cumulative
probability of at least one failure shows a rapid increase during the period of structural
deterioration as shown in Fig 3 for various values of the ultimate factor.

The effect of the specified mode of structural deterioration vis a vis non-
deteriorating structure is illustrated in Fig 5, which shows the cumulative probability
of at leaet one failure in the service life of 3000 flights. The figure shows clearly
how the restdual strength requirement governs this probability and illustrates the
diminishing returns obtained from an Increase in the ultimate factor. It is interesting
to note that the existing ultimate factor of 1.5 gives a reasonable balance between the
probabilities for the intact and deteriorated structures (ratio 1:3).

. .,



3.4 Future Possibilities

The above exploratory excrcise indicates the potential of the statistical approach
as a means of rationalis;iq the determination of ultimate factors. It is, however,
clear that the results of this type of analysis are very sensitive to the data input, in
particular to the probability density distributions of loading and strength and to the
shape of the structural deterioration curve.

In the case of the probability distributions there is the problem of obtaining
adequate statistics of rare events in the "tail" portions of the curves.

In the case of the structural deterioration curves the variation of residual strength
with time will depend upon the damage tolerance philosophy and structural configuration
and materials employed.

The possibility of achieving a weight saving by a reduction of the ultimate factor
is of course attractive, but must be considered in terms of the increased cumulative
probability of failure and of changes in the presently accepted margins between limit,
proof and ultimate loads. These margins themselves should be rationalised on a consistent
statistical basis with the probability dansity distribution uf loading used in the above
calculation.

4 SENSITIVITY OF COMBAT AIRCRAFT MASS TO CHANGE IN ULTIMATE FACTOR9

4.1 Procedure

Three typical combat aircraft configurations were examined: delta wing, fixed wing,

and variable geometry winq aircraft (aspect ratios: 1.9, 3.5, 7.0 respectively).

The study was in two stages. In the first stage, the reductions in safety factor
were obtained by reducing the ultimate factor progressively from 1.5 to 1.0 and the
undercarriage vertical descent velocity was reduced by a corresponding amount. Design
'--. -,e and za.Aimum macn number were Kep t .r..ztant, A1thouah an allowance was made

for reducing the safety factor in areas designed by local dynamic pressure, eg intake
ducts, fuselage access panels.

The resulting reductions in mass were then re-iterated to produce the maximum savings
possible on the unscaled aircraft.

In the second stage, the procedure was the same as in the first stage, but the aircraft

were completely re-sized within the constraints of the relevant computer program.

4.2 Assumptions

Stage 1 -

(a) Air:,raft size unchanged
(b) Constant fuel and payload
(c) Constant power vlant

Stage 2 -

(a) Constant wing loading at combat
(b) Constant fuel fraction at combat
(c) Power plant scaled to give constant thrust/mass ratio at combat
(d) Fuselage geometry scaled to match changes in power plant size and

fuel requirement
(e) Constant tail volume
(f) All fuel carried internally
(g) Aircraft balance maintained by insertion or removal of fuselage "plugs"
(h) Stiffness criteria ignored.

4.3 Results

Tables I, II, and III show the results obtained at the end of the second stage.
The results are quoted as percentaqes of the combat mass for the datum aircraft with an
ultimate factor of 1.5.



TABLE I

DELTA WING AIRCRAFT

UF 1 1.r UF = 1.25 UF = 1.0

Wing 9.4 8.9 8.5

Tail unit 0.7 0.7 0.6

Fuselage 15.3 14.1 13.0

Undercarriage 6.8 6.2 5.7

Total Structure 32.2 29.9 27.8

Propulsion 17.1 16.6 16.0

Equipment 21.5 21.4 21.3

Mass Empty 70.8 67.9 65.1

Payload and combat fuel 29,2 28.5 27.7

Combat mass 100 96.4 92.8

TABLE II

FIXED WING AIRCRAFT

UF - 1.5 UF = 1.25 UF - 1.0

Wing 9.6 8.2 7.1

Tail unit 1.7 1.6 1.5

Fuselage 16.0 14.5 13.2

Undercarriage 6.7 6.o 5.4

Total Structure 34.0 30.3 27.2

Propulsion 16.8 15.9 15.2

Equipment 22.5 22.4 22.2

Mass Empty 73.3 68.6 64.6

Payload and combat fuel 26.7 25.7 24.9

Combat mass 100 94.3 89.5

TABLE III

VARIABLE GEOMETRY WING AIRCRAFT

UF - 1.5 UF - 1.25 UF - 1.0

Wing 16.7 12.7 9.7

Tail unit 1.8 1.7 1.5

Fuselage 14.9 13.1 11.7

Undercarriage 6.6 5.6 4.9

Total Structure 40.0 33.1 27.8

Propulsion 14.4 13.1 12.1

Equipment 21.8 21.4 21.1

Mass Empty 76.2 67.6 61.0

Payload And combat fuel 23.8 22.1 20.8

Combat mass 100 89.7 81.8

Figures 6 and 7 show the relative sensitivity of each configuration to variations
in ultimate factor.
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4.4 Summary of Mass SavIngs

The results indicate that significant mass savings can be obtained by reducing the

ultimate factor, but no account has been taken of the effects of such a reduction on

fatigue life and development potential.

Significant savings can, however, only be achieved by continuing the exercise into

the cecond stage, ie by rt-sizing the aircraft. The full effecti of reducing the
ultimate factor of safety can thus only be realised if the aircraft is designed ab initiowith the reduced factor.

5 SENSITIVITY OF TRANSPORT AIRCRAFT STRUCTURE MASS TO CHANGE IN ULTIMATE FACTOR
10

5.1 Objectives and Terms of Reference

The Trident 3B was selected as a typical civil airliner. The objective was to obtain

the change in the total structure weight of the aircraft due to a reduction in the ultimate
factor. Design limit loads, including the effects of structural flexibility, were taken
as unchanged. The reduction in factor applied to all static design cases.

The stiffness, minimum fatigue crack free life and damage tolerance design
requirements and aims were not changed, nor was the HSA "in-house" ultimate factor of 3.0

on pressure loads alone for static strength of pressure cabins, for parts designed by
tension or shear loads (eg pressure bulkheads and floors).

The only mass savings derived in this exercise were for those component parts designed
by static strength requirements, eg wing top surface.

All items of the structure were considered, including the non-metallic parts, eg
canopy and cabin windows, cabin floors, paint etc.

Particular static strength requirements such as crash cases and bird impact were
retained unchanged, as were the specified minimum material thicknesses.

5.2 Trident 3B Basic Weights lb kg

Design take-off weight 150000 68000
Design landing weight 128500 58300
Maximum zero fuel weight 115500 52400
APS weight 83600 38000
Total structure weight 40400 18300

5.3 Structure Mass Reduction

All components of the aircraft were examinea under the conditions outlined above,
the detailed results with the associated criteria being given in Table IV.

The total structure mass reduction amounted to 1312 lb (600 kq) being approximately
3.5% of the total structure weight.

5.4 Benefits Which Could Accrue from this Mass Reduction

The mass reduction of 1312 lb could be utilised in at least the following four
alternative ways:-

a) Increase in payload. 1312 lb - 4% of maximum payload - 6 passengers plus
baggage (at 210 lb per passenqer).

b) Increase in range with maximum payload. 1312 lb - 165 imperial gallons
of fuGl.

c) Reduction of wing area to keep th3 wing loading unchanqed:
Wing loading - 100 lb/ft2

A reduction of 15 ft2 in wing area keeps the wing loading constant
d) Possible omission of the boost engine in the rear of the fuselage.

Boost engine mass - 660 lb : SLST - 5250 lbf

5.5 Conclusions from this Exercise on the Trident 3B Structure

a) The relationship between structdre mass and ultimate factor is 1% mass
reduction per 2% reduction in factor, within say i maximum of 10% change
in factor.

b) A reduction in factor from 1.5 to 1.4 would mean a chanqe in probability of
occurrence of uitimate load from 10-7 per hour to 2 x 10-7 per hour, assuming
limit loads have a probability of occurrence of 10-5 per hour.

c) The benefits which could result are such that a reduction in ultimate factor
could be actively pursued, bearinq in mind the qood safety standard achieved
in service.
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TABLE IV

STRUCTURE MASSES

COMPONENT STRUCTURE DESIGN CRITERIA STRUCTURE
MASS SAVING

PER A/C lb PER A/C lb

Wing top surface Static strength:compression 2764 170
bottom surface Fatigue,fail safety and jo-n gust

strength retained 2712 0
spars Mainly static strength:shear,tank

pressures 2227 130
ribs Mainly static strength 1356 88
control surfaces Stiffness,fatigue,static strength,

minimum thickness 2779 80
LE, TE structure Bird impact,static strength 2900 70

TOTAL 14738 538

Fuselage main shell (skin Fatigue,fail safety; 18 swg skin is
stringers,frames) a minimum in the pressure cabin;

static strength 6593 140
pressure bulkheads Static strength (HSA UF = 3.0)static
and floors and main strength,fatigue loads 3127 164
spar frames
cockpit and cabin Bird impact;working stress levels
windows retained 1225 0
cockpit and cabin 1172 0
floors
doors and surrounds Pressure,static strength and fatigue 1221 30
floor beams,seat Crash cases unchanged;other static
rails csses exist 1048 35
freight bay floors Static strength;minimum thickness in

part 726 35
other structures
(side engines support,
U/c support structure
fairings,paint) Static strength,fatigue 1519 60

TOTAL 16632 464

Tailplane + elevator Static strength,fatigue,stiffness 2050 80
Fin + rudder Fin fatigue (side gusts) 1240 30
Main and nose u/c No mass reductions on wheels,brakes,

jacks 5503 200
Engine mountings Fatigue,vibration,stiffness 282 0

TOTAL A/C 40400 1312

6 CONCLUSIONS

The prima facie case shows that tmproved design and production techniques should
make a reduction in ultimate factor possible without a corresponding loss in safety
standards.

The studies into the sensitivity of aircraft mass to changes in the ultimate factor
show a significant trend for transport aircraft. For combat aircraft, the reductions
in mass are worthwhile only if the aircraft are re-sized.

The probabilistic approach shows the need for accurate data on which to base the
statistical survey. Future research into the possibilities of reduced factors of safety
should therefore concentrate on the collection and analysis of this data.



7 REFERENCES

1 Struck, H. Factors of Safety. Limit Load Corcept-Maximum Load Concept
VFW Fokker September 1976

2 AvP970. Design Requirements for Service Aircraft.
HMSO London

3 British Civil Airworthiness Requirements. Section D-Aeroplanes
Issue 13. Civil Aviation Authority. London. October 1976

4 Heath, W.G. Factors of Safety. Report Number HSA-MST-N-GEN-0013
Hawker Siddeley Aviation Ltd. July 1976

5 Eccles, D. A Note on the Possibilities for the Use of Failure Survival
Models in Establishing Design Factors.
Report Number HSA-QRS-N-GEN-O38 Issue 2
Hawker Siddeley Aviation Ltd. September 1976

6 Hooke, F.H. Probabilistic Design and Structural Fatigue.
Report ARL/SM352. November 1974

7 Payne, A.O. Reliability Approach to Structural Airworthiness.
"Aircraft" Vol 45 No.1, pp 15-20. October 1976
(Journal of the RAeS Australian Division).

8 Payne, A.O. A Reliability Approach to the Fatigue of Structures.
ASTM STP511, pp 106-155. 1972

9 Wooller, R.E. Note on Sensitivity of Aircraft Combat Mass to Change
in Structural Design Safety Factors. Report Number WcRR 11.
British Aircraft Corporation Ltd. March 1977

10 Coles,W.W. Airframe Mass Saving. A Note on the Sensitivity of the
Structure Weight of a Subsonic Civil Transport Aircraft to
Changes in the Ultimate Factor of Safety, Report Number
HSA-HST-N-GEN-O0.0052
Hawker Siddeley Aviation Ltd. February 1977



23

-7 D STRENGTH
UAp(V PCU)__

dV-

C-0

- STRENGTH U
APPLIED LOAD V

Probability of load lying between V and VidY is p(V).dV

Probability of strength levels lower than V Is J P(UI. dU

Incremental probability of failure from above probabilities:-
ruv

AP, P(V). dVJ 'p(U)dU

Total probability of failure:-
rV.0rID U.V
P p *J( Jp(U).dU.dV

FIG.I PROBABILITY OF FAILURE DUE TO LOAD AND ST:4GTH VARIATIONS

~ ~~7 PANOUVR 
LODSX

S Payne's Report (Ref 7

-J7

000

DESIGN ULTIMATE FACTOR

FIG.2 PROBIABILITY OF FAILURE PER FLIGHT v DESIGN ULTIMATE FACTOR



244

I _I

55~

I--1

I LE 0 e 0 00 1,0

VNUMBER OF FLIGHTS and E IG LIMT FCO

_ _9 _ _ _11 ' _ _ _ _ _ _ __

-~__ ___ _ 10 10 11000_ __ __ __0_-,000~



25

1__________________________________________ 0_______ _______

Assumed Variation of Mean Residual Steng,
During Service Life. __~~~

I1.-

VAUE OF1ESI-
SERVICEE LIFE,

W=O-6

0 -2

0

- - MEAN STRENGTH 1---
'Dterlorating to 1-2x Limit Load

-t - After 3,000 Flights.

.MEAN STRENGTH -

Constant at

Ultimate Factor x Limit Load-- - - - -

-164~ i

co~7

i6 ~ e3 -du a~ (S-re ngh v Flights -

-~ Curve Derived from Ref.9

101 1 12i 11 4 [S .6 I7
DESIGN ULTIMATE FACTOR

FIG.S CUMULATIVE PROBABILITY OF AT LEAST ONE FAILURE IN A
SERVICE LIFE OF 3,000 FLIGHTS



30j

25 .....
o

Is

10
Ofl

-I--

0 .1 1.2 13 1,4 1.5
DESIGN ULTIMATE FACTOR

FI6.6, SAVINGS 14 STRUICTUIRE MASS FOR VARIATION5 IN ULTIM ATE FACTOR(FULLY RE SIZED AIC)

20

ii

tIn

in

01
101 1 314I

~i~o DESIGN ULTIMATE FACTOR

FIG.7 SAVINGS IN STRUCTUR MASS FOR VARIATIONS IN ULTIMATE FACTOR(FULLY RE-SIZED A/)



27

FACTOR OF SAFETY-USAF DESIGN PRACTICE
by

George E. Muller
Aerospace Engineer

and
Clement J. Schmid
Technical Manager

Air Force Flight Dynamics Laboratory
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio 45433-USA

ABSTRACT

The 1.5 factor of safety is a highly visible airframe design parameter. The factor is empirically
derived and provides an almost universally accepted measu:e of flight safety. Although the measure is
qualitative, the level of safety provided by the 1.5 factor has become an accepted standard. These
facts have developed a tendency among engineers to both challenge the continued application of the 1.5
factor of safety for efficient airframe design and yet avoid any change that would challenge the confidence
of future designs. The unsettled position on the factor of safety may never completely stabilize but
it can be clarified by reviewing its historical significance.

In U.S. design practice the significance of the 1.5 factor of safety can be placed in perspective
by reviewing its development for both military and civil use. The factor evolved as a compromise
opinion based on flight operations. The approximate 1.5 ratio of ultimate stress to yield stress for
certain materials coming into use during the same time period supported the decision but did not
influence the selection of the 1.5 factor of safety. Since the time of its selection, variations and
adaptations to other aircraft types have been proposed and sometimes used. Several variations and
experimental applications are reviewed.

The factor of safety design concept has recently lost some of its appeal and reliability-based
concepts have been emphasized. As part of its structural design criteria development program, the Air
Force has sponsored investigations to develop reliability-based criteria. Three of these investigations
and similarities between the factor of safety and reliability concepts are reviewed. Although the use
of reliability-based concepts will probably increase, their application to airframe design may be
limited. The factor of safety still covers many contingencies and it appears at this time there will
be a continuing need for some factor.

1. INTRODUCTION

From the beginning of flight and even before power was used, the concept of safety was considered.
Wilbur Wright, in a letter to his Lather, Bishop Milton Wright, on September 23, 1900, wrote the following:

"I am constructing my machine to sustain about five times my weight and am testing every
piece. I think there is no possible chance of its breaking while in the air."

Early designers, researchers, and pilots were interested in safety and were anxious to establish
facts and information identifying maximum loads on various parts of the airplane. Wind tunnel measurements
made before and after 1900 were used principally to predict airplane performance rather than structural
strength, but in-flight loads measurements to assess strength were also made during those early days.
To thic day, occupant safety is a primary concern in designing manned vehicles and the "factor of
safety" has become a prominent design concept.

The historical development of the 1.5 factor of safety in U.S. practice is largely unknown, even
among the engineers who use the factor frequently. Although not without criticism, little if any
thought or concern is given to using the 1.5 factor in day to day design applications. This fact would
seem to reflect its basic acceptance. This is not true, however, with other structural design requirements
which are frequently challenged and modified. Design specifications and practices are continuously
reviewed and revised.

A concerted effort to "rationalize" airplane design requirements took place during tb. 1930's as a
joint effort between the Army, Navy, and Civil Aeronautics Administration. The development of the 1.5
factor of safety is closely related to, and interacts with this "rationalization" effort. The term
"rational" in this case refers to a logical rather than an arbitrary requirement.

The improvements that evolved were the result of a better understanding of actual airplane operations
as they occurred during the 1920's and of the various parameters which influenced design loads and load
factors. For example, Reference 1 states that during the mid-1920's a particular formula for computing
the load factor capability of an airplane was not used by U.S. designers, since flight tests had shown
this formula to be unreliable. The state of knowledge at that time provided more information about the
actual maximum loads that could be expected in flight than were known about the parameters used in the
formula, therefore limiting its effectiveness. However, as a result of continuing flight and ground
tests, and engineering studies, overall knowledge grew quickly and the "rationalization" of earlier
requirements could be seriously considered.

Although structural design requirements tend to change frequently, the 1.5 factor of safety, as
adopted and applied to design loads, has not changed. When design or operational problems arise or
structural failures occur, certain corrective changes are usually made to the design specifications,
load prediction techniques, manufacturing techniques, environmental standards, or operational restrictions
of the airplane. No known official action has ever been taken to increase the 1.5 factor of safety.
The only known attempt to change it would have reduced the factor, which has always been treated in a
relatively independent manner with respect to other design and operational criteria since its adoption.

Specific references relating to the origin of the 1.5 factor of safety are almest nonexistent.
Like may design requirements, the utilization of the 1.5 factor of safety evolved over a period of
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time and it is not an independent development. The interaction of engineering and operatioaal experiences
ate docmented under unsuspecting titles that do not illude to their historical relationship with the
1.5 factor of safety.

There ;,as a reasonable, although not exhaustive, search of the open literature for information
relating to the history of the 1.5 factor of safety, but there were no directly related references
found. Fortunately, several related articles were already known and were readily available. Those few
associated references that were found are related to the "new" interest in "rationalizing" structural
safety on a reliability basis. This interest began in the late 1950's and early 1960's. It is concerned
almost entirely with replaciag the current 1.5 factor of safety with probabilistic interpretations of
structural safety. Certainly, today's technology can better handle the mathematical and computational
aspects of a more complex safety evaluation and may have prompted the current interest.

Variations to the conventional factor of safety and probabilistic techniques that have been considered
and used by the UqAF, as they relate to static structural strength, will also be reviewed to show how
they evolved and are related to the 1.5 factor of safety.

The history of the 1.5 factor of safety has already been documented by two of the people actually
involved with the formulation of design requirements during the 1920's and 1930's. Mr. A. Epstein
worked for the Army Air Corps Material Center from 1929 to 1940 and prepared the original Air Corps
Structures Specification X-1803 in 1936. He continued his career in the U.S. aircraft industry working
in the structural loads and criteria area until his recent retirement. Mr. F. R. Shanley worked for
the Civil Aeronautics Adminstration in the 1930's and is knowledgeable of the development of civil
airworthiness requirements. Another source of civil airworthiness requirements, as they relate to the
factor of safety, is a history prepared by the Los Angeles Regioral Office of the Civil Aeronautics
Adminis.ration. These histories are given as References 2 (Military) and 3 (Civil). The history of
the 1.5 factor of safety given in this paper is derived almost entirely from these references, wbich
are the only specific sources known to the authors.

2. DEVELOPMENT OF THE 1.5 FACTOR OF SAFETY

The 1.5 factor of safety in U.S. design practice is fundamental, and represents a level of design
safety which has become an accepted standard. However, engineers now challenge the continued application
of the 1.5 factor for efficient airframe design, and yet tend to avoid any major change in design
philosophy that would challenge the confidence of future designs or encourage legal entanglements. The
factor currently provides a balance between design efficiency and safety and it's significance can
perhaps be placed in perspective by reviewing both its military and civil development. Such a review
can be helpful in judging the 1.5 factor's current and future a:)plicability.

The evolution of structural design criteria from the semi-impirical and arbitrary regulations in
effect during the 1920's to the relatively rational criteria established by 1940 is found in References
2 and 3. These references are indispensable and will be used extensively to relate the history of the
1.5 factor of safety in this section.

In the early 1920's, the U.S. Army Air Service maintained as a contractual document for design,
the Handbook of Instructions for Airplane Design (HIAD). Mr. Alfred S. Niles, in his book "Airplane
Design" published by the Engineering Division of the U.S. Army Air Service in 1926 (Reference 1),
detailed the structural criteria found in the 1925 edition of the handbook. The handbook criteria,
although adopted independently, was the result of a four year effort to obtain identical design rules
by the Army and Navy. In most cases, agreement was reached.

Civil airplane design practice paralleled tie development of military practice. Civil air regulation
began i. 1926 and req-irements were published in Aeronautics Bulletin No. 7-A, "Airworthiness Require-
ments of Air Commerce Regulations." The bulletin was kept up to date by periodic revisions and was
replaced in 1938 by Part 04 of the Civil Air Regulations, in keeping with adoption of the Civil Ae.onautics
Act of 1938 (Reference 3a).

The Army and Navy specified design load factors for three flight attitudes, as shown in Figure 1.
Two of these, low and high incident (angle of attack) attitudes, were associated with dive recovery
initiation, and finai recovery from a pull-up to maximum load factor. The low incident dive attitude
with its aft center of pressure iusually designed the rear wing spar. The associated design load factor,
which was two-thirds of the high incident value, was based on a lift coefficient of one-fourth the
maximum lifr coeiiicienL. Thib wUb U LcalilaLl, !e lf3" saapt St .. t---"'
limited speed range of the airplanes and the reduced lift coefficient at the low incident design point.
The range of speed from stall to maximum was sufficiently restricted that when a high load factor
maneuver was performed, the airplane would generally come close to the maximum lift coefficient. To
achieve the same maximum load factor at low incidence, where the lift coefficient was one-fourth the
maximum, twice the speed would be required. Such a 3peed could not be achieved and thus, the reduced
factor was realistic. The third flight attitude for which design load factors were specified was that
of inverted flight.

Civil airplane design load factors were originally based upon actual acceleration measurements
during Air Corp tests in the early 1920's. To avoid establishing categories or weight classifications
for various airplcne types, the ioad factors were made dependent on airplane gross weight and power
loading. Until 1932 load factors were given in chart form using these two variables. These load
factors were modifie4 slightly in 1932 for airplanes having low power loadings. The requiremnents in
Bulletin 7-A were revised in 1934 to include certain basic performance and design characteristics by
using empirical equations based on previous operational practice. Although the load factor charts were
known to neglect important airplane characteristics, such as wing loading and drag, no substantial
changes were made in the maneuvering load factors thumselves. The load factor charts were replaced in
1934 by an empirical equation and the minimum design load factor was reduced from 4.0 to 3.75 because
of satisfactory experience with large flying boats (Reference 3a).

The term "factor of safety" was recognized in a general sense, but various interpretations were
applied. During the 1920's and early 1930's, all loads were ultimate and airplanes were designed to
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load factors which varied for each type. Reference I defines factor of safety as the ratio between
ultimate load and maxirum probable load. It states that the least factor of safety used for airplanes
is usually 2.0 and that the term "factor of safety" is often used incorrectly in place of the term
"load factor." A nearly identical definition for factor of safety was in use in Bulletin 7-A in 1929,
and its use may have been the result of Mr. Niles' influence (Reference 1). In a minor sense, terminology
was a problem and Reference I also gave definitions for design load, normal load, ultimate load, load
factor, and margin of safety. Similar terms were also defined in the 1934 edition of Bulletin 7-A.

While writing Air Corps Specification X-1803 in 1936, Mr. Epstein noted the ambiguousness of the
terms "applied" and "design" and proposed "limit" and "ultimate." The new terms were later adopted in
d joint meeting of Army, Navy and Commerce Department representatives, the forerunner of the group that
later originated the ANC programs, which are shown in Figure 2. The accepted terms first appeared in
the 1940 changes to Specification X-1803.

The first edition of the Civil Air Regulations, issued in 1938, included the same terminology
change. The terms "design" and "applied" were replaced by "ultimate" and "yield." Both of the new
terms referred to loads required to be withstood by the structure. The term "limit" was also introduced
to specify the "actual" or "expected" load factor. The limit load factor represented a flight limitation
for which the airplane was expected to be completely airworth" (Reference 3b).

As defined in Reference 1, Mr. Niles seems to have ignored the maximum maneuver load factor
capabilities of the airplane in his assessment of the factor of safety of 2.0. He apparently used only
the more typically achieved maneuver load factors when assessing the difference between actual and
d ,ign loads. There were no flight restrictions to limit maneuvers, for example, to half the ultimate
design load factor (to insure a factor of safety of 2.0) and it was characteristic at the time to use
the more typical (or average) maneuver load factors as a basis for design regulations. The Civil
Arondutics Administration during the same period specified only a load factor value (ultimate) in the
order of 6.0 for a typical airplane. The implication was that the airplane structure shou:I not fail
before reaching 6.OG in flight. There were no maneuver load limitations specified but there was the
assumed factor of safety of 2.0.

During the 1920's, operational flight load factors began to increase. In 1921, Reference 4 stated
that a load factor of 4.5 was sufficient for stunting based on flight tests using a JN-411 airplane.
The Air Corps, in flight tests conducted in 1924, recorded a load factor of 7.8 in a PW-7 airplane
flown by James Doolittle. This factor was the highest reached and occurred ouring a sharp pull-up at
162.5 mph (Reference 5). The 7.8G compared to the theoretical maximum of 8.15G at C max and a design• ,, L
factor of 8.5G. The 7.8 load factor certainly could not be considered in the maximum probable load"
category when considering the factor of safety definition in Reference 1, but rather as an improbably
high load. Similarly, the thought that airplanes had an approximate factor of safety of 2.0 was more
of an opinion which was based on limited operational data and not on aerodynamic capability. Pursuit
airplane design load factors were increased to 12 when it was realized that the 8.5 design load factor
then in effect could be readily exceeded.

In 1927 (Reference 6), a Navy F6C-4 airplane developed a load factor of 10.5G during a pull up and
in 1930 (Reference 7) a PW-9 pursuit airplane reached accelerations up to 9G during flight load test
programs. Both of these airplanes were designed to ultimate load factors of 12G. However, there were
no further increases in pursuit airplane design load factors as a result of these experiences.

The Army, Navy and CAA began during the early 1930's to "rationalize" their design requirements.
The objective was to relate the air loads more closely to actual flight conditions. This effort eventually
resulted in the introduction of gust loading conditions, airplane speed, the V-G diagram and the use of
aerodynamic derivatives. A number of the more significant milesLones in the evolution toward rational
criteria are described in Reference 2c. The 1.5 factor of safety evolved from this "rationalization"
process as an outgrowth of the flight test programs conducted.

The formal introduction of a factor of safety of 1.5 into Air Corps requirements occurred in 1930
but it only applied to establishing design tail loads. The ILIAD (handbook) design loads for the horizontal
tails at that time were admittedly arbitrary and insufficient for the expected service of many airplanes.
Reference 8 established a new method which consisted of determining the steady-state flight path and
speed of the airplane with zero power, assuming a complete range of angles of attack from maximum
positive to maximum negative. The balancing tail load was then computed for each of these points.
The balancing tail loads so defined were further adjusted by a velocity factor and increased 50 percent
for design. The 50 percent factor over the computed load was termed the factor of safety for material.
The adoption of this design teclnique also introduced the use of airplane speed and aerodynami, derivatives
(wing moment coefficients) as requirements.

The flight loads program reported in Reference 7 was the most comprehensive undertaken up to that
time (1930). It was conducted at the request of the Air Corps to determine the magnitude and distribution
oi loads over tbe wing and tail surfaces of a PW-9 pursuit airplane during maneuvers most likely to
impose critical loads. The maneuvers included pull-ups, rolls, dives, and inverted flight. Pressure
distributions and load time histories were recorded. The distributed loads measured over the tail
surfaceb were two-thirds of thv design loads and assuming that the factor of safety of 2.0 applied, the
report concluded that the design load criteria should be increased. The same data in Reference 7 were
again evaluated in Reference 9. In Reference 9, the authors assumed that the maximum operational loads
were the specified ultimate design loads diviaed by a 1.5 factor of safety. The measured tail loads
actually were about two-thirds of the design values and helped to substantiate the 1.5 assumption,
although It was a weak assutption in a statistical sense. It was their belief that the requirements
were based on "an anticipated load factor plus a margin of 50 percent to allow for possible imerfections
of miterial, approximations of analysis and general lack of knowledge of loads." In Reference 7 and 9,
then, we tee two con(lusiono based on the bame data. Each "conclusion" occurred by assuming a different
factor of 6afety.

Although some disagreement and possible confusion seemed to exist, it could have been worse.
Presumably, if the 2.0 factor had been considered the norm, the 12G PW-9 airplane should not even hve
been permitted to exceed 5G. If the highest 9G load factor recorded by the PW-9 airplane had been
considered and compared to the 12G design load factor, an even lower 1.33 factor of safety could have
been assumed when evaluating the flight data in Reference 7. Now consider again the factor of safety
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of 2.0. If it was still the accepted norm as assumed in Reference 7, then the "new" conclusion in
Reference 9, that a 1.5 factor of safety prevailed during flight operations, was not adequately supported.
The assumed need for a factor of safety of 2.0 in 1925 was just as valid as assuming the 1.5 factor
existed in flight operations in 1931. Neither value could be substantiated statistically. Clearly, a
change in thinking had occurred as a result of operational practice and available flight test data.

Mr. Epstein notes in Reference 2c that his thinking followed this pattern. In the early 1920's a
factor of 2.0 was considered necessary as implied in Reference I by Miles. In the late 1920's, actual
operational flying of the newer airplanes were coming closer to the ultimate load factor than earlier
models. Airplanes were flying up to two-thirds and more of the ultimate load factor and nothing was
happening to the structure; therefore, the evolution of thinking toward a lower factor of safety was a
natural one.

Mr. Shanley expressed similar thoughts in Reference 3a. He favored using a 1.5 factor of safety
to keep the permissible limit loads relatively high, as compared to a factor of 2.0. Although a require-
ment relating limit loads to the absence of permanent set had not yet been written, Mr. Shanley interpreted
limit load at that time as not exceeding yield strength.

As summarized by Mr. Epstein in Reference 2c, the factor of safety was considered a variable which
depended upon the sample of flight data used, and personal judgement as to the bases to be used in
assessing the factor. In terms of actual strength, there was no way of knowing a true factor of safety
in view of the limited knowledge of loads and stress analysis.

At this point in time, a factor of safety philosophy had essentially evolved, but had not been
formalized. Airplanes were flying at two-thirds of ultimate load factor, permanent set was not desirable,
permissible limit loads should be as high as possible, and a 1.5 factor was already in use to establish
design tail leads. Yet, there was no formally established relationship between design load factor,
maximum aerodynamic maneuver capability and operationpl maneuvem limits. These reletionships would
evolve with the development of the V-G diagram.

The concept of a V-G diagram that defines the design boundaries of an airplane is generally attributed
to Richard Rhode. Prior to the adoption of this concept, the factor of safety had limited significance.
The diagram itself appears obvious and elementary but it represents a major milestone leading to rational
criteria. Tie Navy Bureau of Aeronautics was the first to specify this diagram, shown in Figure 3,
as a requirement in 1933.

In the interest of establishing standardized design requirements with the Navy, the Air Corps had
initiated a study of the Navy series of criteria specifications (Reference 10) in May 1933. The result
of this study is found in Reference 11. Much of the diagram's development effort evolved around the
definition of the upper left and right hand corners of the envelope. The Navy had specified rounded
corners. An existing Air Lorps requirement called for the maximum load factor to occur at maximum lift
Loefficient and therefore recommended that the maximum acceleration and maximum lift coeffi;ient line
form the upper left hand corner. This point was adopted. For consistency, the lower left corner was
made the intersection of the negative maximum lift coefficient line and the negative design load factor.
The Air Corps also recommended that the upper right hand corner be a right angle to provide a definitive
low angle of attack design point.

To counter the argument that airplanes performed satisfactorily in service with reduced load
factors for this low incidence (angle of attack) corner, Mr. Epstein noted that stress analysis was
inherently conservative and the structure was actually stronger than analysis indicated. Further
evidence to justify a right angled upper right-hand corner was provided by data in Reference 12 where a
P-12C airplane was shown to have initiated a pull up from a vertical dive, starting at 250 miles per
hour. A maximum speed of 255 miles per hour was reached and a maximum load factor of 8.5 was developed
(at low angle of attack) at 248 miles per hour, which was only a slight reduction from the maximum
speed.

Maximum speeds were already defined for design purposes as either the terminal velocity in a
vertical dive, which was applicable for pursuit airplanes, or as a restricted speed given in a percentage
of high speed. These speed delinitions were also used to form the maximum speed line for the V-G
diagram. The upper and lower right hand corners were finally adopted as right angle intersections of
the maximum speed line and the maximum positive and negative acceleration lines. With the adoption of
the V-C diagram, the tail load requirements of Reference 8 became obsolete because airplanes were then
required to be balanced for all points of the diagram.

The maximum design loid factor boundary of the V-G Diagram had in essence already been established.
The precedent not to design to the maximum aerodynamic capabilitites of an airplane had already been
established in Reference 9, which states that, "If the attempt is made to design prcsent service pursuit
airplanes to take care of the highest accelerations so far observed, 10.5G, and still retain a factor
of safety of 1.5, the ultimate design load factor would have to be raised to 15.75." This high factor
was felt to be unwarranted by virtue of the accompanying weight increase and loss in performance.
Therefore, the principle of not designing to the maximum recorded load factors was recognized and the
maximum load factor boundary for the V-G diagram was established by the load factors then in use.

Having agreed on the boundary of the V-G diagram, the question of how to use the diagram in conjunc-
tion with the factor of safety as a design and operational boundary remained to be resolved. The Army
and Navy differed in opinion as to whether the V-G diagram should be an ultimate or a limit diagram.
The Navy V-6 diagram represtnted an elastic limit requirement. Yet the limit was difficult to define
because the Navy did not have a fined factor of safety. Appendix II of Navy Specification SS-1 (Refer-
ence 10) states that the racios of ultimate strength to elastic limit strength should be equal to or
greater titan 1.35 for all conditions except tie dive, in which case the factor is to be a minimum of
I.. Wing cells were to be designed to any point within the V-G diagram without exceeding the elastic
limit o1 any structural member and the horizontal tail had to sustain the maximum balancing load multi-
plied by 1.5 without pra..ent set, and by 2.0 without failure. The Navy also had a flight V-G diagram
and a requirement that the ilight loads shcald not exceed the elastic limit of the structure. Appendix
II suggested a factor of 1 05 or 1.10 as the flight elastic true (yield) factor of safety.

The Air Corps study In Reference 11 recommended the adoption of a single factor of safety as a
preferable alternative to the variety specified by the Navy. Since an Air Corps precedent for using a
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1.5 factor of safety had already been established, it was recommended that the 1.5 factor be adopted
for the V-G diagram. iowever, the Air Corps also recommncrded that the V-G diagram be an ultimate
rather than a yield diagram as the Navy had bson using it. The Air Corps proposed flight limits were
to be two-thirds of the ultimate factors shown by the diagram.

This design philosophy was incorporated into Revision 6 of the HIAD, dated March 1934 and the 1.5
factor of safety became a formal Air Corps requirement. The use of an ultimate V-G diagram was later
changed by the Air Corps to a design load factor diagram in August, 1936, when Specification X-1803 was
issued. Based on avoilable records, the reason !or this change in thinking is not clear. Apparently
the original concerns leading to the recommendation of an ultimate diagram must have been alleviated.

The original concern that led to the ultimate V-6 diagram recommendation was related to the secondary
non-linear bending load effects with load factor found in the wing spars of biplanes and braced mono-
planes. An explanation of this concern is given in Reference 1 and relates to a DH-4 wing test as
reported in McCook Field Serial Report 2391. The report concluded that wing slars should have sufficient
lateral bending strength to prevent a tendency to twist under some wing loading conditions. To prevent
lateral spar failure, the strength requirement for the internal wing drag truss was increased 33 percent.
The Navy engineers disagreed with thuse of the Army regarding the need for the additional factors and
did not adopt them.

When Specification X-1803 was issued, this and additional drag truss design requirements were
given as part of the Wings and Wing Bracing classification (Figure 4). To insure torsional rigidity,
the design requirements for internal wing truss designs were increased as a function of the wing typ,'
and ranged from a factor of 1.33 to 3.0. These factors were used in addition to the 1.5 factor of
safety. The change in thinking by the Air Corps, in going from the ultimate V-G diagram to the design
load factor diagram, seems to be related to a desire to standardize with the Navy, and a feeling that
the additional design factors would provide the desired strength. A possible third consideration may
have been the inherent advantages assuciated with using common envelope limits for both design and
operational purposes.

The Aeronautics Bulletin No. 7-A retained the previously described factor of safety philosophy and
the implied value of 2.0 until 1933. The 1934 revision involved a correlation of loading conditions
with actual flight conditions and it was necessary to redefine the design or "ultimate" load factor.
An "expected" or "actual" load factor was defined in conjunction with the ultimate load factor and a
facter of safety The ultimate load factor was divided by tile factor of safety to obtain an "applied"
load factor which was not allowed to cause any permanent structural deformation. The actual strength
requirement in the 1934 issue of Bulletin 7-A stated that, "The minimun factor of safety for any aircraft
structure or component therefore shall be 1.50 unless otherwise specified. Thia requires that the
ultimate strength of any member shall be at least L50 times as great as its critical applied load"
(Reference 3b).

Over the years, some writers have attributed the origin of the 1.5 factor of safety to the character-
istics of the newer 2024 aluminum (24ST at that time). It had a ratio of ultimate to yield stress of
approximately 1.5. Actually, the precedent of a 1.5 factor of safety (for design tail loads) had
already been established when the Air Corps formally adopted it for overall structural design. Mr. Epstein
has stated in Reference 2c that material properties were not an Air Corps consideration. If they had
been, 17ST, which was the aluminum alloy used at the time, would have dictated a factor of safety of
1.7, since it had an ultimate value of 55,000 psi and a yield value of 32,000 psi. The corresponding
value of 4130 steel which was widely used at the time is 1.2. The 1.5 ratio for the newer aluminum,
although not a direct influence on the decision to use a 1.5 value, did support the selection.

There were also opinions, as noted by Mr. Shanley in Reference 3a, which attempted to relate
airplane operation and permanent set of the structure, or a lack of it, to the selection of the 1.5
factor of safety. This is often cited as the basic reason for the choice of 1.5 rather than some other
number. The approximate 1.5 ultimate to yield stress ratios of commonly used materials and the apparent
lack of permanent deformation appeared to mean that airplanes had not been developing more than about
two-thirds of their design load factor in flight. Hr. Shanley points out that he was not convinced
that the permanent set philosophy was a "sound argument, for at least two reasons: (1) It did nnt
apply to compressions members that failed by buckling, and (2) tension members were almost always
critical at joints, for which the efficiency was generally below 80 percent." As pre"iously cited,
Mr. Shanley's main reason for favoring a 1.5 factor was to allow limit loads to remain relatively high
(as opposed to the assumed factor of safety of 2.0). Since he also interpreted limit load as a require-
ment to preclude permanent set during normal operations, he concluded that the only significance to be
placed on the two-thirds ratio was that it imposed no penalty on existing airplanes when working backward
from existing load factors, using a factor of safety of 1.5.

From the point of view of the Air Force, the history of the 1.5 factor of safety can best be
summarized by several of Mr. Epstein's observations. In Reference 2a, Mr. Epstein noted that the
decision by the Air Corps to stipulate a 1.5 factor for subsequent design in conjunction with the V-G
diagram was supported by, and not the result of, the fact that the 24ST Aluminum alloy material then
coming into use had a 1.5 ratio between ultimate tensile and yield strength. lie felt that the adoption
of the 1.5 factor of safety was much more significant (than any coicidental association with material
properties), in that, its adoption in conjunction with the use of the V-G diagram recognized "the
principle of an airplane being limited operationally to a flight envelope within which it would not
experience any significant permanent set."

He further notes in Reference 2c that, "the factor of safety of 1.5 has withstood many moves to
alter it, but there was a period in 1939 when the Chief if the Structures Branch of the Engineering
Division at Wright Field thought seriously of reducing the value of the factor. Newer aluminum alloys
were becoming available with highe: ratios of yield to ultimate strength, and he interpreted the factor
as the ratio of ultimate to yield. However, no action was taken when the following explanation was
offered: 'The factor of safety is not a ratio of ultimate to yield strength, but is tied in with the
many unccrtainties in airplane design, such as fatigue, inaccuracies in stress analysis, and variations
of material gages from nominal values. It might also be considered to pruvide an additional margin of
strength for an airplane subjected to shellfire."
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Finally, Mr. Epstein notes in Reference la that, "In subsequent years there have been various
assessments made as to the significance of the 1.5 factor of safety but actually its origin (in USAF
requirements) was an opinion of what was representative of service flight operations."

The 1.5 factor of safety remains today in an intermittent state of assessment. Its use in U.S.
airplane design practice has never been formally designated as a fixed design entity or as a single
design entity, although it is often viewed in that sense. Other important structural design factors
affect safety, ',t they are normally viewed in a less rigid fashion. Each factor that has evolved is
applied in a specific way. The 1.5 factor applies to the basic external ground and flight loads while
other supplemental factors apply, for example, to pressurized cabins, castings and fittings. The size
of the safety factors selected usually depend on the design application, manufacturing standards and
the intended operational use of the airplane uhich existed at the time they were adopted. Since
circumstances change, a review of the origin of each factor is always of interest and worthwhile.
Perhaps this review will help place the significance and future applicability of the 1.5 facto- of
safety in proper perspective.

The remaining sections will discuss the history of other well known factots of safety and variations
to the factor of safety desigr concept from an Air Force perspective.

3. DEVELOPMENT OF OTHER FACTORS OF SAFETY

As seen in the previous section, the 1.5 factor of safety did not evolve as the result of a concerted
effort to derive a useful factor. It evolved together with other design requirements as part of an
overall desire to rationalize structural design criteria. Other commonly used factors of safety also
"evolved" in a similar, but more direct fashion than did the 1.5 factor of safety for airplanes.

The history of the 1.25 factor of safety for missiles as a requirement is relatively complete.
The factor evolved as part of an overall effort by the Army, Navy and Air Force to develop strength and
rigidity requirements for missiles. The derivation of the actual value of 1.25 which finally evolved
is not as well defined, however, at least with regard to Wright Field records. The value seems to have
evolved through a philosophical trial and error process. Missile strength and rigidity requirements,
including the 1,2. factor of safety, were formally published by the Air Force and the Navy in Specification
MIL-M-8856 (ASG), which was dated 22 June 1959.

Missile design requirement were actively pursued by both the Air Corps and the Navy but they were
preceded by those of the pilotless airplane. In 1945, the Air Corps compiled requirements for such
vehicles. The document, "Stress Analysis Criteria for Winged Missiles," did, in effect, apply to
pilotless airplanes and was derived from Specification C-1803-12. This specification retained the
airplane factor of safety of 1.5. The Navy wrote a "General Specification for the Design and Construction
of Pilotless Aircratt," in April, 1949. This docume.t was referred to the Aeronautical Standards Group
(ASG) by the Navy in December, 1949. A letter from the ASG to the Chief of Ordinance (Pentagon),
recommended coordination of the specification with all branches of the services.

In 1952, a tri-service Guided Missile Task Group was formed by the Office of Standardization,
Defense Supply Management Agency. The task group was composed of five subcommittees, one of which was
to prepare structural criteria and data requirements. This subcommittee first met in January, 1953.
The Navy wrote the first draft of a guided missile strength and rigidity specification for the Criteria
Subcommittee in February, 1953. This draft siecification required a 1.15 factor on yield strength, a
1.5 ultimate factor for loading conditions hazardous to personnel or to the launch airplane, and a 1.0
ultimate factor for all other loading conditions.

The Air Force, prior to this time, had been using a variety of ultimate safety factors including
1.0, 1.15, 1.25, 1.30 for its winged and ballistic missiles. Occasionally, more than one factor was
used on the same missile as occurred on the Matador. The ultimate factor changed from 1.15 to 1.25
between early designs and the "B" model. At the time the above Navy draft specification was written
(1953) the Air Force had already informally established the 1.25 ultimate factor of safety as a standard
value for missiles. (his difference in Air Force and Navy factor of safety philosophy became very
evident by the third meeting of the Criteria Subcommittee and the factor of safety became the most
controversial issue to be resolved.

Thu matter was "resolved," as noted in the next draft specification, by deleting the use of any
specific factor of safety and allowing each user of the specification to insert their own value. This
approach to thu factor of safety disagreement appeared in what was termed the "final draft" of the
specification in June, 1954. However, the actual finalization of the specification draft took considerably
longer.

The Army had initially participated with the Air Force and Navy during the first few meetings of
the committee but did not attend after October, 1953. The Army Ordinance Corps felt that the state-of-
the-art did not warrant the issuance of a specification at that time. They did, however, submit comments
on later drafts when they were circulated for coordination. he committee's final draft did not circulate
for formal coordination until July, 1955, and all activities were terminated in March, 1956. The
remaining tr-service coordination activities were assigned to the Navy Bureau of Aeronautics, Director
of Standardization.

Changes continued to be made to the "final" draft and several iterations evolved. In the June and
December 1957 drafts, the factor 4f safety wae reinstated but in a different form than had been used
previously. A choice was given to the user. lie could select factors of 1.0 yield and 1.33 ultimate,
or 1.15 yield and no ultimate factor. Why this choice of factors was inserted and why the 1.33 was
selected is not clear from available Air Force records. The 1.15 factor was a standard Navy yield
design factor and originally recommended for missile applications by the Navy, as previously stated.
The 1.33 value was a common factor used for pressure vessel designs, which was a major design aspect
ior many missiles. The apparent intent was to allow reasonable design trades between structural components
which were designed principally by pressure considerations and those that were not.

A revision to the December, 1957 draft, dated September 1958, revised that factor of safety to 1.0
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for yield stresses and 1.25 for ultimate stresses. This represents an apparent change in Navy design
philosophy. The 1.5 ultim.te factor was retained for handling and flight launch design conditions.
The December, 1958 draf, and the final published specification retained these factors which are still
in use today. Although MIL-M-8856 was published in final form as an Air Force-Navy specification, the
Army still retains an interest in it and is kept informed when revisions are made.

The most interesting aspect of the missile specification is not the formal introduction of the
1.25 factor of safety to structural design, but the introduction of probabilistic design techniques.
Tne specification requirements stipulated that "all combinations of loads and loading conditions having
an acceptable probability shall be considered." A specific requirement was incl.ded for the design
limit incremental gust response on a reliability basis. A probability of e :ee,.ance was stipulated for
the design of air-to-air, surface-to-surface and surface-to-air missiles. Str.,toral load responses to
gusts were to be derived from the method found in NACA TN 4332 (Ref 13) and a 4cfinition of the atmosphere
in power spectral density form was taken from NACA Report 1272 (Ref 14). The probabilistic gust require-
ments replaced the original discrete gust requirements found in early drafts of MIL-M-8856. The
earlier discrete gust requirements were patterned after airplane requirements and were vigorously
objected to by the aircraft industry. The industry also emphasized the need for a common atmospheric
description for the design of the structure and the control system. Probabilistically defined wind and
gust descriptions were included in the fiaal specification.

In all, an extendeu period of time was required to develop, coordinate and issue the original MIL-
M-8856 (ASG) missile specification, but many of the requirements were new and never before formally co-
ordinated between the Services.

A related side light is the development of the 1.4 factor of safety which is used for manned space
vehicles. This factor originated within the Aircraft Laboratory, Wright Air Development Center (WADC).
The factor was defined by the same office responsible for all other Air Force airplane and missile
criteria (Reference 15). The 1.4 factor grew out of a laboratory study to evaluate the applicability
of tne 1.5 factor of safety for large separable boosters for manned space vehicles.

The Dyna Soar (X-20), manned maneuverable reentry system, was under development at the time and
the booster systems were an integral part of the development. The manned glide re-entry vehicle was
being designed by the 1.5 factor of safety, but the factors applicability to the booster was questioned.
The laboratory study considered the usual design, construction, and manufacturing limitations and
interactions, but the material properties provided the major weighting factor. The ultimate to yield
stress ratios for the two candidate Dyna Soar booster materials were nearly identical. To maximize
structural safety and efficiency, the material characteristics were reviewed and safety factors were
chosen to bring the design working stress closer to the design yield stress. Because of the uncertainty
related to the design of large, integral pressure vessles in combination with flight loads and tempera-
tures, a 1.1 factor on yield was selected in combination with a 1.4 factor on ultimate. The study
conclusions emphasized that high safety factors and high reliability, are not necessarily equivalent,
z,or do they negate the problems of inadequate design practice or analysis, ineffective quality control
or prevent brittle material failures. The yield and ultimate factors were to apply to all combined
aerodynamic, inertia, pressure, and thrust loads for both the solid and liquid propellent boosters then
being considered. The liquid booster propellant tanks, however, when subject only to pressure loads,
were to be designed to a 1.2: ultimate factor because the internal pressures were considered more
predictable than those in a solid propellant booster.

The 1.4 ultimate factor of safety, as initially developed, was intended for a specific vehicle
design, the X-20 booster. It was not intended for broader application or to be used without the 1.1
factor on yield stress. Its use established a precedent, however, and it has since been quoted in many
publications. Presumedly, the two factors are still considered applicable to current designs, as they
have since appeared in both Air Force and NASA design requirements for manned space vehicles,

Currently, both missile and space vehicle structural design philosophies are factor of safety
oriented. However, the overall design requirements for these vehicles are more closely related to a
reliability-based criteria than are current airplane designs. In the next section, other basic concepts
which relate to both airplanes and missiles will be reviewed. These concepts will include modifications
to the conventional fartors of safety, and certain reliability-baeed criteria interactions.

4. FACTOR OF SAFETY DESIGN CONCEPTS

The desire to "rationalize" design criteria has never ceased. Structural design requirements
(Military Specifications, for example) are in a constant process of review and revision. Because of
its encompassing influence on structural design, the factor of safety has received considerable attention
in recent years. This attention, though, relates primarily to the factor of safety as a design concept.
The tpecific value of the factor of safety is usually a secondary consideration. The actual value does
not readily equate to a specific level of safety, and it is difficult to judge the difference ir safety
as related by a change in factor from 1.5 to 1.4, for example. Similarly, the factor of safety concept
does not readily equate to an iJentifiable design objective that provides or defines structural integrity.
Integrity is achieved through many interaLting design facets, some of which are obvious and some abstract.
The concept primarily provides a "safe" operating margin between an operational and design level of
strength. Just how "safe" this margin makes the airplane is always open to quest ion because of numerous
unknowns and parameter variations which affect structural loads, design, analysis, materials, operation,
ard the natural environment. Because of these unknowns and variations, the actual deg ee of structural
optimization achieved is also questionable. The apparent high degree of structural integrity achieved
t, the factor of safety concept is often the result of indirect, intuitive considerations and reactions
to previous problems. Design and operational experience has essentially provided the basis for the
"acceptability" of current requirements and the "safety" provided by the factor of safety concept. To
overcome this apparent lack of precision, definition and objectivity and improved design flexibility,
thv use of probabilistic techniqees and reliability-based design criteria are often proposed.

Having reviewed the history of several well known factors of safety for airplane and missile
design in Section I and I1, we can now review a number of Air Force studies of variations to these
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factors and note their iniluence on current design practice. These variations to current factor of
safety design concepts tend to blend with reliability-based concepts. One effectively leads to the
other because some of the variations are an attempt to "rationalize" criteria and are intended to be a
step toward a reliability-based criteria.

The operational environment has become increasingly hostile, and more and more demands are made of
the airframe. To improve airplane performance and accurately appraise structural design requirements,
established criteria must be continuously updated and supported by adequara technology. The technical
support must include analytical techniques for determining aerodynamic derivatives, vehicle dynamics,
heat transfer, strcss-temperature distributions, material properties after prior random exposures, a
suitable means of qualifying a structure to actu3l or reasonably representative environments, and a
satisfactory means of flight test demonstration. Regardless of the design concept, the parameters that
affect the structure and its response must be further explored. A realistic appraisal of our current
ability to guarantee the design of a reliable structure and to define the steps required to obtain a
reasonaIe assurance of structural reliability is also required (Reference 16).

Statistics have formed a basic part of airplane criteria from the time that sufficient data were
available to judge the reasonableness of values used for maneuver load factor and design gust (Refer-
ence 16). Material properties, sink speeds and other parameters used for estimating fatigue life are
also derived statistically. However, all current requirements for static strength call for a specific
factor of safety to be applied to maximum expected loads even though some of the design parameters and
resulting loads were statistically derived.

For about two decades, which span the 1950's and 1960's, two additional design concepts, "safe-
life" and "fail-safe," have been used in combination with the factor of safety to design military
airplanes for the fatigue or repeated load environment. Chief emphasis has been placed on tbz factor
of safety and safe-life approaches. The fail-safe concept is added to a degign when high reliability
is required (as in transport airplanes) or when performance penalties are not incurred (as in fighter
airplanes). The safe-life concept attempts to identify, through analysis and test, the fatigue critical
areas of the airframe and off-set problems which might occur within the specified life-time of the
airplane. This presents a "conflict" between the non-probabilistic factor of safety concept and the
probabilistic concept of safe service life. Faced with an increasingly complex operating environment
and a demand for more reliable (economical) airframes, the designer has attempted to make the most of
each concept. The factor-of-safety, a static strength parameter, will not provide for time varying
affects, and the safe-life concept suffers from a lack of appropriate uperational and structural component
test data. Therefore, the task of designing a reliable structure has been to incorporate analysis
methods which combine the useful functions of each concept (Reference 17).

More recently the term of "safe-life" has become obsolete and the terms "damage tolerance" and
"durability" have been introduced. The design intent to provide structures that are safe and economical
to maintain has not changed but the approach is different. The current Air Force design philosophy
emphasizes both the damage resistance or tolerance to manufacturing or service induced flaws for some
specified period of service usage and the economical maintainance of the airframe.

The term damage tolerance is not new, but the emphasis on assumed initial or service induced flaws
in the airframe is relatively new. The damage tolerance concept is intended to minimize catastrophic
structural failures due to the propogation of undetected flaws in critical locations. To contain the
damage, fail-safe and slow crack growth design concepts are used. The fail-safe concept contains local
damage by use of multiple load paths and tear stoppers. The slow crack growth concept protects safety
by not vermitting flaws to grow through unstable rapid propagation. This is done through inspections,
or life limiting in the case of non-inspectable structure.

The durability requirements emphasize low maintenance costs during the life of the airframe. The
durability concept is intended to minimize airframe maintenance due to cracks and related structural
degradation. The safe-life concept used a factor of 4.0 in predicting fatigue life and was a ccmbined
deterministic/probabilistic concept. In essence, the damage tolerance concept (which does not use a
directly applied facter) can be considered as deterministic as the safe-life concept because the stipulated
initial flaws are in fact, factors of safety on time.

The most argued "advantage" for reducing the factor of safety is the reduction in airplane weight
and the accompanying increase in performance. An impressive discussion in favor of reducing the factor
of safety to save weight is provided in Reference 18, which was written in 1954. The discussion considers
permanent set, allowance for defects in material and workmanship, stiffness, and maneuver load exceedances.
Proper accounting of these points during design is shown to support a decrease in airplane weight. The
arguments seem factual and are still current. Some facets can be updated to todays design philosophies
and technology to further support the contentions given. The aevantages to reducing the factor of
safety are shown by decreases it, gross weight as a function of factor size and proportionate increases
in performance for representative military airplanes. Of special interest is the note that airplanes
frequently exceed design limit load factors and that such factors may require an increase, rather than
continuing to count on the 1.5 factor of safety to cover such occurrences. The projected control of
limit load factor exceedances by the use of entirely automatic flight control systems has not materialized
for piloted airplanes but is quite common for missiles and space craft.

Reference 18 also points out the erroneous idea that the 1.5 factor of safety always provides an
actual operational level of strength 50 percent above limit load factor. Structural design procedures
assume a linear load increase between limit and ultimate load when the 1.5 factor of safety is used.
Due to aerodynamic nonlinearities, some parts of the airplane reach loading conditions greater or less
than 1.5 times the limit load when the airplane achievos ultimate load factor. Operational conditions
and related design requirements also impose different strength requirements on specific components at
different times. For any one design condition there will be an "imbalance" of strength distribution
throughout the Airframe. This can be minimized but cost, schedules and the lack of appropriate aerodynamic
load data early in design often hinder the development of a more efficient, or "balanced" airframe.
Then, again, there are many unknowns regarding the influence that a weight reduction program may have
on the airframe in later years, or if the weight savings will significantly improve performance and
reduce operational coses.

The significance of reducing airframe weight fractions below current averages in terms of performance,
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lifetime operational costs, and structural maintenance, is difficult to evaluate. System dependency,
the initial level of structural design conservatism, the increasing 3everity of operational environments,
and damage tolerance design requirements further complicate the evaluation. Factual design inter-

actions can be established best when design flexibility is highest, early in design. Yet, factual
design and operational usage data are normally not well defined early in design. Weight reduction

programs are often conducted "after the fact," concentrate too heavily on reducing only airframe weight,
and minimally evaluate the many oLher less prominent but important performance and design interactions.
Although cost savings are often correlated with airframe weight, the probability of actually realizing
the theoretical savings shown, or projecting the impact of the "savings" on structural maintenance and
reliability, are seldom evaluated. Many of todays aerodynamically efficient airplanes are volume
limited, rather than weight limited, when loaded. Hence, the airframe weight saved does nct necessarily
provide a performance or operational advantage and cotld possibly be put to better use by improving the
durability of the airframe. Unfortunately, very little factual data is available to accurately weigh
the validity of these points.

Any change in structural weight is further reflected as an even larger change in gross weight.
This relationship is described by a "weight growth" factor which is the ratio of the delta change in
gross weight for each one pound change in structural weight. A certain range or value of weight growth
factor can be used to describe an airplane category (transport, fighter, or bomber) but a specific
factor must be calculated for each airplane to be accurate. Although airframe weight trends have not
varied significantly in recent years, weight growth factors have been decreasing and the overall sensitivity
of airplane performance and operating costs versus structural weight have also been decreasing. The
reasons fir the change in sensitivity are related to technological improvements. These improvements
include the use of more efficient materials and construction tecnniques, greater aerodynamic and
propulsion efficiencies, and higher internal packaging densities. Conversely, the structural weight
trends (as described in Reference 19) show an inseisitivity to higher strength to weighc materials and
related structural improvements. Apparently, increases in structural efficiency are offset by the
imposition of more severe design and operazional requirements.

The influence of current structural design concepts and packaging density can be illustrated by
reviewing the wing content and structure of a current fighter airplane. The installed wing structure
weighs about 1800 pounds. The primary wing bending strength is derived from the upper and lower wing
box skins which weight about 735 pounds. A factor of safety change would have the largest impact on
the wing skins which comprise about 40% of the total installed wing structural weight. A large petcentage
of the total wing weight is composed of the flaps, actuators, and seals. These and other miscellaneous
components would not be greatly affected by a change in the structural factor of safety.

Recent examples of the factor of safety's influence on airframe weight have resulted from an
unofficial Air Force design philosophy for experimental or prototype vehicles. The unofficial philosophy
modifies the normal airplane development cycle which includes a series of ground and flight tests to
validate airframe integrity. Initial flight tests are normally restricted to 80 percent of certain
design maneuver load levels, until ground static tests are completed to ultimate load levels. Flight
test airplanes are normally instrumented and crittcal load points are closely monitored. Flight and
ground test loads are then cortelated and ground tests are repeated, if necessary, to further validate
the structure for the actual flight loads before the airplane is released to fly at 100 percent of
design limit load. Such testing is complicated, expensivL and time consuming. Although justifiable
for an airplane system, when structural efficiency must be optimized, experimental and prototype vehicles
cannot be as rigorously tested because of cost and time constraints. To insure equal flight safety at
100 percent of design limit load, without the extensive testing and associated delays, the following
procedure has been established:

a. The new experimental/protutype airframe or modifications to existing airframes are designed
using a 1.875 factor oi safety on loads, which is equivalent to a theoretical margin of safety of
+0.25. The initial 80 percent flight restriction normally imposed on an airplane system is also equivalent
to a +0.25 margin of safety.

b. The experimental/prototype airframe is stress instrumented at critical design points and
proof tested on the ground to 110 percent of design limit load, to insure desigidmanufacturing integrity.
The installed instrumentation is further monitored in flight and compared tc the proof load results as
a further safety check.

If this design procedure i used, the airplane is allowed to fly at 100 percent of design limit
load capability without an ultimate load ground test and without reducing overall safety. Actually,
the 1.875 factor and 110 percent proof load test providev a larger ultimate/limit ratio (1.7) than the
conventional ratio (1.5). Therefore, testing to 110 percent of limit load is less likely to cause
detrimental yielding of the airframe than conventional testing to 100 percent of limit load. For the
experimental/prototype vehicle, the philosophy imposes no real penalty because of its "one-of-a-kind"
nature and flexible mission status. Two examples of this philosophy will be discussed in the following
paragraphs.

The first example is a prototype Mach 2 fighter airplane design which emphasized exceptional
maneuverability and typizal mission objectives. This prototype design was to be built and used as a
technology advancement demonstrator; the design was completed but manuiacturing plans were cancelled.
The technology objectives lav been rechanneled to an existing airplane which will be modified instead.
During the design of tht proposed demonstrator, a dual airframe comparison was made using the 1.5 and
1.875 factors. The comparison evolved as follows:

a. The design requirement specified the use of a 1.875 fO tor for flight loads. Computerized
design techniques and a highly detailed finite element structural model were used. The available
design/analysib flexibility allowed tee weight of the airplane and airframe to be established separately
for both the 1.5 and 1.875 factors.

L. Two weight comparisons were then established: (1) The airplane gross takeoff weight
using the 1.5 factor was 26,465 pounds. Using the 1.875 factor it weighed 27,056 pounds, or an increase
of 2.2 percent. (2) the structural weight using the 1.5 factor was 5,095 pounds. For the 1.875 factor,
it was 5,433 pounds, or an increasu of 6.2 percent. These weight6 reflect a design service life of
12,000 hours (a service life of 3,000 hours and a scatter factor of 4.0).
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The weight growth factor was calculated to be 1.75 (pounds gross weight increase for each ?ound of

structural weight), wich is a reasonable value for a fighter airplane.

The second example is the YF-16 prototype airplane. The 1.875 factor was applied to the flight
loads and increased the structural weight by 6.6 percent when compared to the 1.5 factor. The weight
increase has not been detrimental to its overall performance and would be further minimized if the
1,000 hour design service life of the prototype airplane were increased. The weight increment caused
by the larger factor to safety would be partly absorbed by the weight increa.e required to meet the
service life requirements.

Using the same design analogy, a comparison of the weight increase required for different service
lives can be seen in another design study of a fighter technology demonstrator of the same weight
class. For a 1.875 factor of safety and a scatter factor of 4.0, the airframe delta weight increased
about 25 pounds per 1,000 hours of service life. Because of the 1.875 factor, no additional weight was
required to achieve thi first 1,500 hours. Damage tolerance requirements were not applied during this
study but they would have further influenced the airframe weight, increasing it to some degree. Similarly,
the 1.875 factor would have lessened the weight sensitivity of the airframe to these requirements.

If, instead of increasing the margin of safety by 25 percent, it were decreased by the same amount,
a similor airframe delta weight cuuld be expected for the technology demonstrator. As noted in Figure 5,
which is based on the first example, the factor of safety equivalent to the 25 percent margin of safety
reduction is 1.125. The use of this "small" factor, when compared to the 1.50 nominal factor, would
probably not be considered by a designer even if a large reduction in airframe weight were desired.
The airframe weight reduction shown (6.2 percent) may be optimistic because the normal damage toler-
eni.e/fatigue life requir-.ents are not incorporated. A 1.25 factor of safety is perhaps a more rea3onable
value to choose and is shown for comparison. It would provide in approximate 4 percent weight saving
and a 16.7 percent reduction in margin of safety. These percentage weight changes and margins of
safety are reasonable and reflect current jet fighter design technology trends. Similar data can be
found for other airplane types in References 18 and 20.

Reference 18 reflects technology of the 1950's but the trends are still applicable. Data is given
for fighter, bomber and transport airplanes and factors of safety between 1.0 and 1.5. The average
structural weight saving shown for the three airplane types using a factor of safety of 1.4 would be
2.5 (+0.25) percent as compared to a 1.5 factor. If a 1.25 factor of safety were compared to a 1.5
factor, the average structural weight saving would be 5.0 (±0.75) percent. Although these structural
weight trends are still current, the range and gross weight trends in Reference 18 do not represent
today's airplanes a& well. The range increases shown for the lower structural weights assumed a weight
growth factor of seven for all three airplane types and additional fuel was substituted for the gross
take-off weight "saved." Using these assui.prions, jer fighters are shown, for example, to yield a 15
percent range increase and jet bombers a 5 percent range increase or an average of 10 percent for both
airplanes. These range increases art uased on a gross take-off weight and fuel adjustment that averages
15 (+3.5) percent when a 1.25 faator o safety is used. These gross weight and fuel adjustments would
average 6 (±1.25) percent when a 1.4 "actor or safety is used.

The weight growth factor of seven and the substitution of fuel for gross weight "saved" will give
optimistic gross weight decreases and range increases today, since weight growth factors are less.
Factors in past years for airplanes have ranged from about five to ten. The weight growth factor for a
fighter today would be about two instead of seven and for long range airplanes like bombers and transports
a value of five would be appropriate. To illustrate, the trend in Reference 18 for a fighter and a
weight growth factor of 7 gives a gross weight savings of 17 percent for a factor of safety of 1.25.
The fighter technology demonstrator study gives a gross weight savings of 2.4 percent for a factor of
safety of 1.25 and a growth factor of 1.75. For the same factors, Reference 18 gives a gross weight
savings of 13 percent for a bomber as compared to 6 percent in Reference 20, which used a growth factor
of 5.50. These are only trends, however, and they are debatable, since weight estimating and the
establishment of weight growth factors is a sensitive art. To establish accurate values, the factors
must be based on a detailed evaluation of a specific airplane and its basic missions.

Reference 20 presents a simplified but constructive parametric study of the factor of scfety.
Three different vehicle types were selected and designed using a range of ultimate factors of sdfety.
For comparison, three other structural design concepts were included: the modified facor of safety
concept defined in Reference 21, Part I; a yield factor of safety concept; and a reliatility-based
concept.

The conventional factor of safety was applied to the limit design loads of each vehicle in 'increments
between 1.0 and 2.0. The modified factor of safety concept applied a factor of 1.05 to speed. 1.15 to
maneuverability and 1.10 to design loads. A yield philosophy applied factors of 1.0 and 1.10 to design
limit loads.

The demonstration included cruise, ballistic and glide re-entry type vehicles. Althou~h hypothetiril
mission profiles and performance figures were used, they were patterned after real vehiclas and designed
to realistic structural requirements. The structural concepts used were monicooje, semi-monocoqLe,
truis, pressure stabilized and sandwich honeycomb. Two structural concepts were apilied to ea; vehicle,
as appropriate to the vehicle type, and radiating and .blative thermal protection systems were applied
separately to the re-entry vehicle.

The conventional factor of safety philosophy normally considers only one factor to establish
ultim.te deeign loads, without regarding the variables contributing to the limit icads. The yield
design phiiosophy uses a single factor of safety to prevent the design limit stresses from exceeding
6he material yield stress; an "ltimate load factor is not used. The modified factor of safety phiiosophy
also applies a factor to the design limit loads, but these loads are first estalliohed by 4actor4ng two
performance parameters, as previously noted.

A celiabillty based design philosophy normally conside-s the stat~atical distrib-tion and the
probability of the combined oc,urrene of a finite number of srructtral design factors in order to
establish design loads. In leference 20, the various factoc of safety deiign phtlosophiee were also
compared to a tructural reliability value. The reliability va.ue was establisaed by coasidering the
statistical distributions and the simultaneous occurrence of two stitiotically 4ariant. design factors.



The parametric study considered both rigid and flexible structure and aerodynamic heating effects
when applicable. Weight, weight distribution, and stiffness characteristics were determined for each
major component. These parameter variations were correlated to each vehicle's performance and structural
reliability.

The scope of the investigation can be considered limited, in that, the structural concepts used
were simplified, the analysis methods were not elaborate, and only one critical design point was selected
for each vehicle. However, structural weights were optimized, the effects of plasticity were accounted
for, and interaction equations were used to account for local and general instabilities caused by
combined loading.

The cruise vehicle design is similar to a B-52 bomber in performance, size, weight, and structural
flexibility. Gust and maneuver were the critical design conditions. These two-parameters formed the
loading interaction curves used to establish an equivalent reliability-based design, as shown in Figure 6.
By using available gust and maneuver statistics, the must probable combination of the two design parameters
that could cause structural failure at each strength level were located on the interaction envelopes,
as shown in Figure 7. Although not an optimum design, considering the complexity of other reliability-
based concepts, the most probable failure point is used to illustrate that a lighter structure can be
achieved by a reliability-based concept, as compared to a factor of safety concept, even though both
provide the same (theoretical) reliability.

The weight reduction for the equally reliable design is achieved by bringing the strength of the
individual components closer together. This is similar to using different factors of safety to contour
the shape of the interaction curves of overstrength components to fit the shape of the composite failure
boundary of the vehicle. This La*es advantage of the fact emphasized in Reference 18, that all components
do not reach 150 percent of limit load simultaneously. Part of the study results for the cruise vehicle
are shown in Figure 8.

The range increases shown in Figure 8 are the result of decreases in the inert (empty) weight of
the vehicle. The ratio of inert weight change to structural weight change is about 2.0 and the growth
factor between structur&l weight change and gross take-off weight change is about 5.5. The decrease in
inert weight due to the structural weight change, for example, when using a 1.25 factor of safety is
about 11 percent, which increaces the range 1.6 percent. The dramatic performance increases often seen
in such comparisons is not seen here because of the more realistic value of the weight growth factor.
The substitution of fuel for either the inert or gross weight saved, although a fuel substitution for
inert weight saved is shown, is not considered a realistic design trade. The performance of a specific
airplane design is normally optimized using available fuel volume; any additional structural weight
saved as a result of a concerted weight reduction program would normally enhance the performance based
on the original fuel volume, independently of additional fuel.

Fatigue life and flutter were not design considerations in Reference 20 and their interactions
are unknown. Similarly, the probabilities shown in Figure 13 are based only on the interaction cf gust
and maneuver loads and do not consider other facets such as material properties and workmanship that
would also affect the structural reliability.

The gross trends established in Reference 20 should not be significantly affected by the limited
scope of the study and the use of simplified structural models. As a general trend, the reliability-
based design concept provided a lower structural weight and better performance than did the factor of
safety concept having an equal reliability. The modified factor of safety concept gave results closer
to the reliability-based concept using two parameters than did the single factor of safety used to
obtain the ultimate design loads.

Theoretically, a higher confidence can be placed in a structure designed by a reliability concept
than by a factor of safety concept because the actual reliability of the factor of safety design is
never known. The reliability-based concept, by contrast, considers the statistical nature of the
design parameters and thus acquires a known reliability and the associated confidence level of the
ntatistical data used. In a practical sense, however, this is not true because the design parameters
are not well defined and the actual reliability of the struccure cannot be authenticated.

The modified factor of safety concept, as incorporated in the comparative factor of safety study
in Reference 20, is documented in Reference 21, Part I. The concept was developed as an interium
design method to be used until a larger number of parameters could be defined and a formal reliability-
based concept established. In Reference 21, forty-one design parameters are described as significant
to a reliability-based structural design ioncept. Fifteen are related to the design environment and
operating conditions. The related analysis parameters are: aerodynamic forces, propulsion system
forces and pressures, material properties and property variations, thurmal stresses, creep of materials,
weight and weight distribution, compoent miu.lignnents, construction, propulsion system thkust misalign-
ments, aero-elasticity and aerothermoelasticity, buffeting, flutter, shock and vibration, workmanship,
fatigue, noise, tuel sloshing and surging, structural temperature, ablation, corrosion, oxidation, and
erosion.

As a concept, the modified factor of safety can be applied to any vehicle design but it was originally
developed for missile design application. The use of three parameters seemed feasible within the
current state-of-tle-art and the concept is considered to be more "rational" than the ultimate factor
of safety concept because it recognizes parameters other than load as significantly affecting struc-
tural integrity and reliability. Although the structural reliability of a missile design using the
1.25 factor uf safety could not be given a numerical value, the reliability seemed high, and the three
factors selected (1.05 on speed, 1.10 on loads or "quality," and 1.15 on maneuverability) were chosen
to give a combined strength affect similar to that provided by the 1.25 factor. The 1.05 factor on
speed is significant because, for some missiles, small increases in speed result in rapid degradation
in structural capacity due to material degrodation with rising temperature. Thus, with the initial
design based on a higher speed (and hence higher temperature) the designer is forced to avoid the use
of materials which are unduly sensitive to temperatures. The 1.10 "quality" factor is applied to the
structural loads incurred at specified "maximum" design conditions rather than at conventionally
deltned "limit" conditions. This concept more rationally accounts for the nonlinearities in aeroelascic
and aerodynamic data that frequently occur betwe:en limit and ultimate (design) conditions. The 1.15
factor is applied to the maneuver load fa,.tor to protect the vehicle from inadvertant maneuver exceedances.
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The modified factor of safety concept was used to design the ASSET glide re-entry vehicles. ASSE
is an acronym for Aerothermodynamic/elastic Structural Systems Environmental Tests. The ASSET program
consisted of designing and flying a series of winged glide re-entry vehicles which were boosted into
sub-orbital flight paths. Each vehicle was designed to explore an area of glide re-entry technology
that could not be defined in existing ground test facilities. Structural flight test results and data
correlations which substantiate the adequacy of the design concept, at least for vehicles having a
programmed trajectory, is given in Reference 22.

For an airframe that is not aerodynamically heated, the "load factor" parameter is usually sufficient
to convey its overall strength capability. With the introduction of transient stresses and reduced
material properties due to thermal gradients, there is no simple method for conveying strength capability
(Reference 24). Although a "thermal factor of safety" is not necessarily a "true" factor of safety in
the conventional sense, it represents a design concept that is intended to provide an equivalent measure
of conservatism and confidence in the heated airframe as that provided by the conventional factor of
safety in the cold airframe.

To date, unofficial Air Force policy has been to avoid using any factor on temperature, or heat
transfer, or on time at temperature for airplanes. This has been a reasonable policy, since service
experience has demonstrated that there is little problem in keeping within a speed-altitude design
envelope. Thus, in a sense, the temperatures normally used for design represent the actual maximum to
be expected for the structure. This philosophy of not factoring temperature is an apparent contradiction
when compared to the philosophy of factoring limit load, which ia also considered the maximum to be
expected (Reference 16).

The factors of safety used in conventional airframe design to incorporate conservatism also apply
to aerodynamically heated airframes, but the conventional factors do not account for the additional
uncertainties associated with elevated temperatures. The additional conservatism must relate directly
to the uncertainties associated with the prediction of structural temperatures and thermal-structural

design analysis. However, the fact that an airframe may have been built to resist aerodynamic heating
effects does not necessarily imply an increase in conventional design and manufacturing deficiencies.
Initially, the use of relatively unfamiliar materials and forms of construction in the heated airframe
and the need for computing structural temperatures with only a limited amount of flight test information,
does tend to increase the likelihood of deficiencies. In time, however, these considerations improve
and the modification of conventional structural safety factors is not warranted (Reference 23).

As part of an overall Air Force effort to ostablish a rational design criterion for aerodynamically
heated airframes, the velocity factor has evolved as a simple and expedient way of providing and controlling
thermal-structural design conservatism throughout the design cycle. The details of this concept are
developed in Reference 23. The techniques investigated included factoring structural loads, temperature
or heat flux, angle of attack, velocity, and atmospheric density. It concluded that only factors on
velocity or structural temperature (or heat flux) are likely to provide an adequate margin when considering
the exceedances of performance variables. Of the two choices, the factor on velocity is considered the
more logical. The velocity factor provides conservatism in a uniform way at each point in the design
mission as a function of Mach Number and the selected size of the velocity factor controls the imposed
conservatism.

A thermal factor of safety on loads would introduce an arbitrary (unknown) conservatism; however,
a direct, rather than a presumed, margin of safety would exist at the operational level if margins were
placed on performance variables instead. Factoring a performance parameter (speed) provides conservatism
in a way parallel to that achieved by factoring loads and is referred to factoring temperature or heat
flux since performance margins intrc luced over operational levels are more evident and controllable.

By requiring a design speed beyond limit, the velocity factor, is in a sense, a factor on heat
transfer. However, to specify a direct and specific factor on heat transfer would be a design weakness,
in that a number of analytical techniques may exist for a particular area and flight regime, with a
large spread in the values thtj provide. From a structural point of view, the factor of safety should
be associated with a particular analytical method. For ablation, varied factors of safety have been
used (generally to factor the thickness of the ablator), with different considerations being given to
each particular flight application and for applications of the mate:zll as .n insultatior. A factor
may also be used to represent a combined factor on heat transfer and on the scatter of the ablative
material characteristics. Factors of safety relating to thermal-structural applications can only have
meaning when related to the trajectories or flight paths for which they are needed. A factor of safety
on a nominal trajectory may be appreciably higher than those corresponding to design trajectories based
on a broad parametric investigation or one which places a margin on altitude which represents a factor
of safety on temperature (Reference 2).

No single technique can be expected to provide conservatism in a rational way for all contingencies.
At best, one type of factor will come closest to providing the desired conservatism and this has been
true of the velocity factor. Its use seems reasonable in view of existing factor of safety precedents.
A specific design criteria for aerodynamically heated airframes is being formulated and tested by
design application. The basic criteria is conventional but it is modified to incorporate the velocity
factor concept and attempts to account for many of the design and analysis variables which affect
thermal-structural design. The criteria have not been finalized and are based primarily on References
16, 23, and 24, which provide insight to time related load and temperature interactions and the selection
of critical thermal-structural design poins.

Most of the studies and design concepts reviewed in this Section have evolved as an attempt to
further rationalize structural design criteria. As previously noted, these variations to the current
factor of safety design concept tend to blend with reliability-based concepts. The next section will
discuss certain reliability-based concepto investigated by the Air Force, related design parameters,
and data collection programs.
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5. RELIABILITY-BASED DESIGN CONCEPTS

The number of publications treating reliability-based design increased appreciably in the early
1950's. Initially. reliability design seemed to imply, at least within the Air Force, the elimination
of the factor of safety as a design concept. Statistically defined design parameters and parameter
interactions were to be substituted for the discrete parameters and the factor of safety. Too often,
however, the magnitude of the problem was overlooked and the acquisition of essential elements were
overly simplified.

The Air Force initiated the development of a reliability based structural design criteria for
missiles in the mid 1950's. Missiles were one shot devices and unmanned. There was little to lose.
Airplanes in turn, were to become mere missile launching platforms that .,ould not require strength for
rigorous design maneuvers. Combat was to be conducted remotely. DuLiLr, this ZwiLl of Levised Lummittment
to systems development, the Air Force established a program to conduct a series of investigations that
were to encompass and define the total life cycle of a missile. Considerable priority was given to
this effort. The rationalized criteria were to be based on information obtained through data gathering
programs and operational experiences. The broad goal was to establish a reliability-based structural
design criteria to replace the factor of safety for missiles. This "rationalized" criteria was to be
placed in the new structural strength and rigidity specification MIL-M-8856, initially dated 22 June
1959. However, the data base never materialized, the 1.25 factor of safety is still used, and the
emphasis to develop a reliability-based criteria for missiles has diminished.

When the need for a reliability-based criteria is considered, a comparison is usually made to
existing design requirements and the "need" is often questioned: "Why is a reliability-based criteria
required when current requirements and industry practices have produced airplanes having a (seemingly)
high reliability?" The answer that evolves must in some way relate to "realism" in design. A reliability-
based design concept, as stressed by some in the literature, is inevitable and is the only means of
providing greater "realism;" the only way of "rationalizing" the factor of safety concept.

The Air Force first deviated in a significant way from a deterministic design concept by defining
probabilistic fatigue design requirements. Although they were applied "deterministically" in the final
analysis, the "realism" that operational, environmentsl, design and manufacturing variations exclude
the development of "no-failare" airframes was implicitly emphasized. This is further emphasized by the
more recent changes in Air Force philosophy by changing from a "safe life" concept to a "damage tolerant"
concept, as described in Section IV.

A related change in design philosophy shotld also be noted. In 1960, in conjunction with the
Navy, the MIL-A-8862 (ASG) Specification, "Landing and Ground Handling Loads," was established and
incorporated "design load" requirements. These requirements applied only to the landing loads analysis.
Limit and ultimate loads were not specified for these conditions. The inceative to deviate from the
1.5 factor of safety concept was the "realism" provided by available operational statistics of the type
described in Reference 17. A general dissatisfaction with the "design load" concept, however, resulted
in a change back to the use of a 1.5 factor of safety in the 1971 Air Force revision of the specification
which became MIL-A-008862 (USAF). The design load concept for landing loads is still viewed favorably
and is being used by the Navy, however.

The Air Force only applied the design landing load concept to two airplanes. On one airplane the
.oncept was applied to the firaL -o models; later models of the airplane were changed and redesigned
using the 1.5 factor of safety. Unfortunately, the limited application of Lhe design landing load
-oncept also limits the experience base available for evaluation. Apparently, there was very little,
if any, penalty involved between the models which employed the two concepts. The infrequent application
of the design load concept and its eventual elimination from MIL-A-8862 can bc traced to: (1) an Air
Force requirement that transport airplanes be compatible with and certified to FAA requirements; (2) a
lack of clarity in the specifications and differences of opinion regarding which "loads" are affected
by the iesign load concept and which ones are not (Larry through structure, nacelle attachments, external
tank and store attachments, etc.); (3) difficulties in the interpretation of interactions with other
requirements relating to material yielding and aeroelastic effects; and (4) the added difficulty of
applying static test loads to the airframe through the lower strength landing gear. The overriding
reason fur these implementation problems, however, appear to be poor planning. The concept was conceived
and implemented too quickly and without appropriate trial applications. No loss in design efficiency
is expected (with respe.t to static strength requirements) by using the 1.5 factor of safety, however,
because current durability, damage tolerance, and dynamic taxie requirements will add more weight than
could be saved by using either the design load concept or the factor of safety concept.

The Air Force maintains struLtural design specifications and handbooks to preserve past experiences,
correct previous mistakes and prevent design oversights. This effort attempts to maximize structural
integrity and reliability, but the concept is not foolproof. New mistakes are always possible with the
rapidly changing state of the art and the increasing severity of the operational environment. Because

0 f these complexities, the documents are diffiLult to keep curront and new or revised design requirements
are normally written into the statement- of-work for any new system development, if they occur between
the revision intervals of a specifilation. Criticism, then, that certain specifications are not current
or that cert.in requirements are not rational, may be correct but they do not hinder new system developments.
When similar criticisms are leveled at the 1.5 factor of safety, however, the evaluation is not so
simple; should it be replaced with a reliability-bared concept? What is generally not appreciated is
that the basic airplane design loads (static strength) are essentially statistical in nature. The
design values are derived from a broad spectrum of operational experiences. If a distribution were
assumed, then the design limit and design ultimate loads would represent a certain probability of
oLcurrence and exceedance (Figure 9). A justifiable criticism of the factor of safety, though, is that
a fixed factor does not recognize the variation of load or .rength and does not provide a uniformly
efficient structure (Ref 25). This effect was illustrated in References 18 and 20, as discussed in
Section IV.

Unofficial Air Force recognition of a variable factor of safety concept has been established by
allowing certain structural design deviations. The static test failure of an engine inlet duct at 1.3
times the limit pressure, for example, was accepted when it was established that the internal dynamic
pressure in the duct would not exceed the design pressure in a dive. Thu resultant delay, re-design



and cost to bring the duct structure up to the normal strength level of 1.5 times limit pressure was
therefore avoided (Reference 25).

The Air Force has not formally adopted a reliability-based structural design criteria, although
some requirements have an associated probability of occurrence. Available pcocedures that could be
adopted vary in concept and detail, but their philosophical principles are the same. References 26 and
27 summarize some of the philosophical aspects that appear in the open literature and also note the
complexity of the reliability-based design problem, as paraphrased in the following two paragraphs.

The many proposals for a more rational criteria are related to the appearance of new structural
materials which exhibit improved strength and stiffness or weight characteristics. Other considerations
are the extreme increases in the structural loading environment and concern with economic costs.
Designing to an acceptable risk while keeping all design factors in proper economic perspective would
seem to be effective but the concept of risk must be quantified before an accepLable fitk level can be
detervined. The new materials also tend to exhibit variations which could, in a deterministic design,
require such large factors of safety as to nullify the improvements. The increase in extremes of the
structural load environment are primarily new to the civil engineering field while economic costs are
perhaps new to the aeronautical field. [Reference 28 notes that the aeronautical engineer has for
many years considered new failure criteria (fatigue and creep), new materials and construction (brittle
materials; fiberous weaves) and more complex loading conditions (temperature-load histories); this has
resulted in greater variability in the applied and failing loads than has been encountered in the
past.) Picking the worst possible load conditions for design is no longer considered economically
feasible under a broad spectrum of load conditions and the statistics of extremes must be considered
for r-tional design. Reliability-based analysis permits a more consistent approach to structural
safety by including the statistical variability of load and strength in the factor of safety evaluation
(Reference 26).

Most of the early studies in probabilistic design considered only the fundamental problem in which
all of the strength variables and the load variables were lumped into two random variables. These
studies concentrated on the effects of different safety factors, coefficients of variation and frequency
distributions. Later studies included multi-member and multi-load structures, different levels of
failure and the application of decision theory. Several problems must be considered in the context of
a reliability-based design. First is the reliability analysis of structures with derived or assumed
probability distributions for random variables, including load and strength distributions; developing
and constructing the necessary computational models which account for indeterminancy, the types of
failure modes (including elastic, brittle and collapse modes), the number of load conditions and failure
modes, and their statistical correlation. Another problem is the design of a structure in the context
of a random variable of safety for a given probability of failure; the random variable could be cost or
weight. An additional problem is that of parameter sensitivity and determining their affects in the
load and strength descriptions. Most reliability analyses assume that strength and load distributions
are known; the high cost of obtaining load and s-rength data will probably necessitate the acceptance
of lower confidence levels in structural design than professional statisticians usually recommend.
Subjective statistical analysis is needed together with studies to determine the effect on optimum
weight and cost due to changes in choice of frequency distribution, coefficients of variation and other
parameters (Reference 27).

As part of its program to maintain and develop structural design criteria, the Air Force has
sponsored various investigations intended to lead to a reliability-based criteria for both airplanes
and missiles. One investigation (Reference 21) was partially presented in Section IV. This investigation
will be further discussed with two others (Reference 29 and 30). These three investigations emphasized
static strength reliability, although fatigue or durability requirements can be incorporated within
these concepts. Other Air Force investigations have more thoroughly emphasized the fatigue aspects of
a reliability-based criteria. Reference 31, for example, treats fatigue design considerations while
Reference 32 emphasizes fatigue but also provides limited treatment of static design considerations.
Reference 31 is an extension of Reference 32 and Reference 33 is an evaluation of the concept3 in
Reference 31. These fatigue related references are noted here only for completeness and will not be
emphasized further. The three lavestigations relating primarily to static strength design considerations,
however, will be summerized in nore detail because of their direct correlation with the factor of
safety concept. In expanding those three reliability-based efforts, the philosophy of the techniques
will be emphasized and not the technical aspects of their development or application.

A statistically based concept developed for missile design is found in Reference 21, Part II. The
concept is broad, however, and can be applied to almost any reliability-based design problem. The
design concept is basically a "framework" developed to be consistent with the premise that there is no
definite demarcation between safe and unsafe design, but a gradual change in reliability between safe
and unsafe. The idea that a sharp change exists between safe and unsafe can cause unnecessary redesign
for every slight change in design load or reduction in allowables. Redesign should be required only
when the over-all reliability of the system decreases appreciably. The term "framework" applies because
the wide scope and complexity of the problem did not allow final refinements to be made. This concept,
as discussed in Reference 21, is described in the following paragraphs.

This concept uses any number of design variables that are essentially independent of each other to
detemine interaction envelopes that separate failure from non-failure regions. Design parameters are
presented so that "criticalness" continuously increases as parameter values increase or decrease. By
superposition, a sing1 interaction envelope is formed and the probability of not generating points in
the failure region is the quantitative reliability of the system for the time period considered. To
simplity the computation of reliability (which could be obtained by integrating the content), an equivalent
value of each parameter is defined such that the envelope content is approximated by simple multiplication
ot the probabilities associated with the probability value of each parameter. Any number -f statistical
parameters can be used. Limits are imposed only by the analysis time and data available. As data is
defined, the number of parameters can be optimized and should include five to eight that are random
varying and fifteen to thirty that are systematically varying; any distribution can be accomodated
without the necessity of having to find a special function of the variable.

The intersections of any two interaction curves are defined as "nodal points," which are used as
design points (Figure 10). The analysis is relatively insensitive to the exact interaction envelope



shape because any reasonable envelope shape having the same content will pass near the same design
points. The design conditions or nodal points are defined by two parameters, one having a "limiting
value" (XL V.) and the other a "reference value" (XR.V.). The probability value (Xpj ) at each point
is equal to the limiting value minus a correction factor (XC F ) 4hich is approximate by analyzing
representative probability distribution shapes of significant Parameters (Figure 11). The pictorial
representation is limited but a mathematical extension is completely valid and feasible for any number
of parameters.

Power spectral techniques are used to evaluate time dependent effects, and other simplified techniques
were developed for handling systematic variations. A method for determining the required confidence
levels of parameters is also given to assure consistent reliability analysis, and accommodations are
made for fatigue and creep effects. Greater approximations are allowed for secondary design effects
LUan for primary effects.

The basic concept, then is a semi-empirical method for quantitatively determining the reliability
of a defined structure, or for the design of a structure to a prescribed reliability. The development
is based on and justifies two basic premises: (1) that by the judicious selection of design (nodal)

points the true interaction envelope shape is unimportant and (2) that the reliability of a system can
be calculated with sufficient accuracy by simple multiplication of the probabilites of equivalent
parameter probability values rather than by integration of the interaction envelope content. Although
seemingly complex when reviewed, the method of Reference 21, Part II, can by using a minimum of parameters
and certain refinements, and with some additional development and appropriate data, approach the factor
of safety method in simplicity.

A different reliability-based concept is found in Reference 29. Reference 21 developed a statistically
based quantitative structural design criteria that relates the probabilistic nature of design, opera-
tional and environmental experiences to structural performance. Reference 29 developes a deterministic
structural design criteria that uses a quantitative objective and statistical techniques, as described
in the following paragraphs.

This design method is characterized by the thought that the ability to calculate a probability of
failure when load and strength spectra are assumed to be known, are quite different than the ability to
determine the true structural reliability of an operational structural system. The method also incorporates
certain considerations that appear to be overlooked in other approaches. These "oversights" are: (1)
errors or discrepancies which occur between actual and calculated spectra; (2) the influencial effect
of testing as a means of design error disclosure; (3) the necessity for demonstrating proof of compliance
with requirements; and (4) the necessity for assigning responsibility for actions which affect structural
reliability. Other interactions with non-structural, operational, managerial and contractural areas
are also included. The overall investigation and proposed design concept evolved in three steps.

The first step evaluated the various functions which contribute to structural design. The second
step evaluated and comparzd the current factor of safety concept and a (hypothetical) purely statistical
structural reliability concept to the structural performance and design functions established in the
first step. The third step evaluated existing and proposed reliability-based concepts to the same
standards of evaludtion used in step two. These evaluations concluded that: (1) the current factor of
safety design technique is a satisfactory systam but that more stringent future requirements will
minimize the effectiveness of the system; (2) a purely statistical structural reliability-based system
is not practical since there is no way to accurately measure structural reliability and it is not
possible to write definitive requirements to demonstrate the reliability (proof of compliance); and (3)
that none of the known structural reliability-based concepts in the literature today provides a satis-
factory foundation for a quantitative structural design criteria based on statistical methods. To
elaborate slightly and provide an appreciation for the design concept which evolved, the philosophies
which governed the development will be expanded in the following paragraphs.

The fundamental purpose of any structural design effort is to develope an operational structural
system that satisfactorily performs its mission. This development is the result of many management and
engineering decisions which are a key element in the success or failure of the design effort. One
aspect of the factor of safety concept is that the design effort can be practical and easily administered
because .has an inherent proof of compliance (test) provision. Its fundamental Droblem is that it
has ne clearly identifiable quantitative design objective to satisfy. The available logic cannot
resolve the comparative adequacy of different factor of safety values. In some design areas, such as,
fatigue or high temperatures, the factor of safety is not even directly applicable to the definition of
the design requirements. The concept only defines a relationship between limit and ultimate load,
which normally controls the design strength level and does not allow for an assessment of its "correctness,"
other than "failure." Positive margins of safety do not prevent failure; gross errors in design iuads,
analysis and large strength scatters contribute to failure at limit load or less. Structural tests, on
the other hand, are a nearly perfect disclosure of gross errors if the strength scatter is small, as is
customary. The trend toward greater scatter and a lessening or inability to disclose analytical errors,
requires that the possibility of failures below limit be considered more seriously in the future.
Further, test conditions are normally selected on the basis of the strength analysis, and the actual
design conditions are becoming more difficult to simulate when testing; successful ground tests,
therefore, do not guarantee successful operational performance, and flight testing will remain an
important design development consideration regardless of the design concept used.

Current requirements have evolved primarily as a reaction to past problems and the assumption that
future structural systems will have the same characteristics as past systems is not necessarily valid.
When structural failures do occur, the deterministic nature of the factor ,f safety concept allows the
determination of the cause, the responsibility, and the corrective action to be taken. Unfortunately,
because of the many interactions between the structure and other design areas which contribute to
structural intogrity, re3ponsibility is not always recognized until after a failure has occurred.
, .and other considerations previously noted relate primarily to the factor of safety concept, but
they also interact with reliability-based concepts. Especially important are the considerations that
establish design compliance and responsibility when failure occurrs. When cause and responsibility are
not determinable, neither is the corrective action.

The structural design concept that evolved In Reference 29 utilized the desirable features of the
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factor of safety concept and improved or replaced those not desirable. The following basic characteristics
are included in the concept:

1. The deterministic type of requirements that give te factor of safety concept its praticality
and administrability are retained.

2. A clearly identifiable objective that serves as a basis for judging any proposed modification
to the factor of safety concept is e6ablished.

3. A structural reliability goal is part of the objective. The goal is not a requirement since
structural reliability, per se, cannot be determined accurately enough to serve as a contractual
requirement.

4. The techniques to convert the structural reliability goal into deterministic requirements
based on statistical considerations are developed.

5. The capability to deal with structural systems having large strength scatters is incorporated.

6. Specific problems such as fatigue and high temperature design can be integrated into the
structural design to attain the defined objective.

7. The crucial interfaces with non-structural design requirements are identified. Provisions
are made for assigning responsibility for every function that affects structural integrity.

8. The concept of testing as a disclosure of error in formulating design requirements is utilized.

Basically, the structure should have a capability to si.rvive designated overload and understrength
situations caused by undetected errors or oversights. The factor of safety concept provides this
capability but the provision is indirectly and inconsistently applied. Structures with large strength
scatters are basically more prone to fail from understrength considerations rather than from overloading.
The concept in Reference 29 establishes separate and distinct requirementb for understrength and overload
situations. The requirements are based on probabAlities and statistics and are selected to be consistent
with a level of structural reliability appropriate to the airplanes mission. The design and mission
relationships are illustrated in Figure 12. The central ba: indicates that the limit design load
includes a provision to handle an understrength structure to avoid failure at limit load. The right or
left bar indicates the overload provision. The left bar illustrates a large overload provision and
overrides the understrength provision. This could represent a relatively low reliability, bigh load
factor fighter airplane. The right bar Illustrates a design situation with a smaller overload requirement.
The understrength provision is now more critical and governs the design. This could represent a design
requirement for a highly reliable, low load factor transport airplane. Once the appropriate design
values are chosen, they become deterministic and are as easy to administer as the conventional factor
of safety concept.

The first implementing step Ia to select a structural reliability goal consistent with the mission.
The goal is not a requirement and suggested values are given in References 29 and 30. The limit and
ultimate design conditions are wo separate conditions based on the reliability goal and established by
statistical or qualitative co.isiderations, which reflect available experience. The design limit
condition is the upper bound of a normal or expected (permissible) operating condition while the ultimate
condition is an abnormal op'rational condition reached only as the result of an operational error or
failure of a non-structural system. Failures within the understrength design provision are a structural
responsibility and require correction, while failures from overloads require operational corrections.
There is no fixed facto, of safety separating the limit and ultimate condition; the ultimate condition
in Reference 29 does nit represent the conventional meaning of ultimate load. The condition is separate
and unrelated to the limit condition, whose meaning does not change. The "ultimate" condition is a
"design" condition based on a rare or abnormal situation and may be significantly different from the
conventional ultimite load.

The basic s.ructural design is qualified and approved by conventional ground snd flight tests.
Ground test leds are defined by a limit or an ultimate test factor of safety. The factor selected
varies according to the established structural reliability goal and by the number of tests conducted.
Example values are shown in Figures 13 and 14. Flight tests are conducted in a conventional manner and
operational flight load monitoring are required to verify operational consistency with design. If not
consisten., the structure would require mod Lfication when operations are detrimental or the operational
procedures may require some change.

Tnere are many ramifications, qualifications, advantages and disadvantages related to reliability-
basei design concepts as expressed in Reference 29. Most of the associated disadvantages or problems
are not new but have always beer problems, such as the statistical defi, ition of design data. No new
pioblema are created by introducing reliability-based concepts but old problems became more clearly
defined. 7,e basic advantage of the proposed concept in Reference 29 is its ability to establish
structural performance in terms of a quantitatively definable gu21. This permits the definition of the
minimum stractural requirements to meet the goal. It also permits the justification of a less severe
structural design criteiia when warranted. Because each of the design aspects is quantitized, trade-
offs can be made between criteria reductions and the difficulty (technical, cost, time) of providing
more efficient structural characteristics.

The proposed reliability-based concept in Reference 29 is reviewed in Reference 30 to identify
data requirements, necessary changes to design spacifications and handbooks, interactions with non-
structural design areas and the steps required to implement the concept. To illustrate each step of
the concept, Reference 30 uses a simple design example. First, simplified dummy data is employed and
then realiitic data. The categories of required data are 4afined further by a study of data pertinent
to the C-141 cargo airplane and then by a trial application of the concept to its wing. The revision
ef data to reflect an improved state-of-knowledge at each deaign stage and during the life of the
vehicle, and the form in which the required data might be standardized, is also discussed. Although



the limited study did not allow an extensive treatment of data requirements, Reference 30 provides
insight to the complexities of the data problem as it relates to reliability-based design and similar
concepts. The data requirements, limitations and design interactions are presented in the following
paragraphs.

To be effective, data must be established and updated continuously. Fundamental data are operational
load spectra, error functions and strength distributions. These data will change periodically during
the total lifetime of a specific airplane. The particular periods that permit progressive updating are
the initial, detail and final design phase, before and after tests, and before and during airplane
operations. It is the operational environment that provides the best opportunity to obtain quantities
of new data, which are also pertinent to other design concepts.

In June 1954, a special panel report (Reference 34) of the NACA Subcommittee on Aircraft Loads
recommended a program to obtain statistical information on maneuvers and related inflight loads, whether
caused by pilot inducement or atmospheric turbulence. The panel also recommended that the Air Force
and Navy obtain time histories of three linear and three angular accelerations about mutually perpendicular
axis, airspeed and altitude to establilz. a statistical design base. The recommended statistical maneuver
load program was initiated as a joir. effort by the Air Force, Navy and the NASA in 1956.

In 1958 the Air Force outlined a long term progiam to collect and utilize flight measured data.
The program, initiated in 1959, was to develope techniques for integrating the statistical data into
existing design criteria, review and improve the data recording and reduction, and to establish fundamental
requirements for structural criteria based on statistical methods. The resulting effort identified
certain problems which were grouped into three categories: the definition of design conditions, the
definition of component strength distributions, and mathematical procedures relating the first two to
structural reliability. The program also led to the sizing and establishment of a data reduction
facility by the Navy and an 8-channel recorder development program by the Air Force. State-of-the-art
limitations eventually terminated the recorder development program and in turn closed the data reduction
facility in 1969. References 35 and 36 are documents relating to this effort. Other investigations
which have defined data requirements and collection programs for missiles are described in References
16, 24, 37, 38, 39, 40 and 41.

More recently, the operational data recording program for airplanes has continued as the Air
Force's Aircraft Structural Integrity Program (ASIP), as defined in Military Standard 1530A, by the
same title, dated 11 December 1975. As part of the ASIP, each airplane system will be monitored to
obtain time history records. The parameters necessary to monitor operational usage and derive stress
spectra for critical structural areas will be measured in approximately 20 percent of the operational
force.

To accomplish the ASIP, the Air Force initiated plans in 1968 to develop a new and more universal
multi-channel recording system, to less stringent standards than the previous 8-channel recorder. New
requirements were prepared and in June 1970 the development of a 24-channel digital recording system
and a ground playback unit were started. The system has been developed and is now in limited use. The
data tapes for each system will be collected and compiled at a single location when the program is
fully implemented. The parameters measured and sample rates can be varied to the specific needs of
each system. Plans to establish the necessary parameter correlations and design load spectra from the
ASIP data are being formulated.

The major objective and justification for the multi-channel program is to provide a better tool to
accomplish fatigue tracking. However, because of the high commonalty between d.ta seeded for fatigue
and statistically based strength design, the reliability-based design concepts will also benefit. When
a recorder program on a certain system "matures" to the point that statistical stability is obtained
and no new operational fatigue related informacion is produced, or when certain parameters attain
statistical stability and need not be recorded full time, the resulting surplus of recorder capacity
can be used to establish statietical strength criteria or to fill knowledge gaps; for example, the
phasing of Power Spectral Density (PSD) loads. In gust analysis, current PSD methods allow a fairly
precise, but separate, determination of shear, bending and torsion at a given location; the phasing of
the three vectors is largely a guess. The addition of strain gage clusters or rosettes at selected
locations could provide actual examples of the amplitude and frequency relationships. Such data will
be essential in future designs to express applied loads and sLr.ctural strength in a common set of
terms.

Ideally, deri ed data can be standardized and categorized. A convenient approach would be provided
by charts relating the required design and test factors to the reliability levels in terms of parameters
describing the load strength distributions, the error function and the number and type of tests.
Theoretically, it would appear possible to develop a single load spectrum for each location, which
would contain the total load occurrences for an airplane lifetime. However, the simultaneous consideration
of both limit (normal) and ultimatt (abnormal) loading conditions will seldom be possible because the
permissible strength level will generally be different. Each structural location will require separate
analysis, since both load and strength distribution will differ from point to point.

The statistics available, even on airplanes which have extensive operational experience, are not
adequate. For example, additional information is requited on the probabilites of: (1) weigh and
weight distribution; (2) speed and altitude; (3) types of load conditions (gust, pull-up, rudder kick,
etc.); (4) level of loading (ia terms of a basic parameter); (5) time history of loading (to describe
local loading); (6) associated load systems (pressure, thermal gradient, etc.). These probabilities
are not independent and the resultant probability of each combination is also needed. In addition to
the average or typical conditions defining each segment of the mission profile, it is necessary to
derive or assume the shape and distribution about the mean. Without this detailed level of data, no
realistic estimate of the risk of failure can be made.

Although extensive material strength data exist, the allowables represent only one discrete point
in the distribution. The form of data required consists of the mesn and standard deviation and the
shape of the distribution to be used. The structural strength of the final component will also reflect
the variations imposed by all of the inherent operations in fabrication and assembly. Data on tht
strength of various structural configurations exists only in a random manner and usually in insufficient
quantity to provide adequate statistical distributions.



It is frequently necessary to assume that all observations are of a single homogeneous population
whose uistribuLion follows a standard form. Such assumptions often give good fits aear the most frequently
occurring values but for the structural reliability problem other factors require emphasis. The major
difference between structural and common reliability analysis is that the "mean time to failure" is not
a desirable measure of reliability. It is the risk of failure that is required for a structure. There
is no "acceptable" failure rate and much more emphasis is therefore placed on high (abnormal) loads and
unusually low strengths. This emphasis, then, requires that the statistical representations match the
appropriate tails of the distributions rather than the region near the more frequently occurring values.

The formal recognition of possible errors is probably more important than the specific definition
of an error function. The error function may describe any number of discrepancies, however caused, in
terms of the distribution of the probable mean strength of the structure. A number of suitable functions
are available for initial design use. The degree of dispersion (coefficient of variation) has relatively
little influence once the test results have been incorporated, when tests are used as an error disclosure.
A relatively low risk would probably be introduced by the adoption of a standard error function.

The implementation of any reliability-based technique will present certain problems and Reference
30 suggests a two stage process. Initially, there will be insufficient data available to implement a
total reliability-based design concept and emphasis should be placid on the comparative similarities
with the existing factor of safety design concept rather than the differences. However, even restricting
the reliability concept to design conditions for which data is available will help establish a correct
undetstanding of the probabilistic processes and encourage the acquisition of the data required for
further implementation.

The first phase would apply the reliability concept to selected design conditions and primarily
emphasize familiarity with terminology and mathematical relationships; the relative importance of
parameters; evaluating the implied reliabiliti-s of existin& airplanes; and insuring that continuity
with existing design concepts exists so that no abrupt changes in structural integrity will exist. The
interactions between "static" strength, "fail-safe" strength, "fatigue" strength and "damage tolerance"
strength also require identification to permit the whole spectrum of structural reliability to be
expressed in a consistent manner.

The second or final stage, that of achieving a meaningful, completely probabilistic concept will
not be possible until quantities of additional statistical data are obtained, especially for asymmetric
flight cases and combinations of parameters which are not independent. Not only must every possible
cause of loadtng be established in probabilistic terms, but every factor affecting the strength must b.
established. Unless a total picture is assembled, nothing wil" be known about the relative importance
of the various design conditions and interactions, or about ways of changing the reliability results by
modifying the operating conditions or by redesign of the structure. When reliability results are
further specified as a single numerical value, even when specified as a goal, the relative merit of
different .alues regarding safety and possible redesign must be considered. The concept of a single
numerical value for the reliability of an airframe or even a specific location on the airframe is
uperflcially attractive, but any raal advantage is completely offset by problems of interpretation of

cre number. Any judgement as to a';ceptability of one reliability number over another that is slightly
different will remain arbitrary. It Is probable that a relative risk assessment technique will prove
to be worti. while even when all of the necessary statistical data are available and a completely proba-
btlistic design concept can be achieved. Final inplementation will be governed by experiences gained
during the first phase and the availability of design data.

The next section will attempt to place these thoughts and ideas, and those of previous sections,
into perspective by further relating them to current design practice.

6. CONCEPT INTERACTIONS

The factor of safety has lost some of its appeal in recent years and probdbility analysis has been
emphasized as a more "rational" concept. Formerly, the complexity of reliability-based concepts cen-
tered around the analytical aspects of the solutions but this difficulty hras been off-set by current
computer technology. Today the prime restraint is available design data in the proper statistical form
(Reference 21).

Dissatisfaction with the factor of safety concept became more apparent during the early 1960's
when surveys of airplane and missile manufacturers were conducted In conjunction with various Air Force
structural design criteria development programs. The general indistry feeling that the factor of
safety is growing more and more inadequate has apparently not changed. The initial dissatisfaction
applied primarily to missiles, but airplanes were not excluded. The surveys also found that the tdegree
of availability of flight measured data varies greatly between systems. Its quality and quantity are
both deficient and the parameters most needed for reliabiltty-based design concepts are often not
measured. Cost and the inability to access a system for .he purposes of instrumentation and data
measurement often become insurmountable problems.

Whether using a factor of safety or a reliability based concept, the airframe's probability of
failure will be sensitive to the number of significant design parameters (asluming all significant
parameter are accounted for) and their statistical distribution. The design data must encompass all
of the natural environments, inducpd environments, operational variations, materials properties, and
built-up structural properties; the total number of specific parameters requiri.&, statistical detinition
becomes significantly large. The state-of-the-art and practical limitations in establishing accuratL
statistical data for each significant parameter ts such that the actual results may be more academic
than r.:lated to aLtual nueds. Unless the available data are carefully selected and reduced, considerable
effort could be expended with few commensurate results.

Although the validity of extrapolating data for design use is taken for granted, certain precautions
must be exercised. Too often desigr data have been compiled from inappropriate or limited samples.
Data must r,flect operational conditions from all segments of the Air Force; pilots must be "qualified"
or "typical," not highly experienced flight test pilots; weather conditions must be proportioned between



good and bad flying conditions, and daylight and night operations; and weather cycles occurring during
the year and over a period of years must be considered. Some parameters have physical limits or "practical"
upper limits and any assumed ditribution must consider a reasonable cut-off value. Extreme values
become less accurate as they progress away from the mean and influence design confidence. Values
selected closer to the mean could affect flight safety. As a "logical" extension of the realization
that all airplanes of a certain type cannot (statistically) meet the design "economic" or fatigue life
expectancy, there is a trend to develop exceedance curves for design that represent "average" rather
than "extreme" environments. Formerly, airplanes were always designed to the maximum expected or
extreme environments for both static and fatigue strength and the static loads induced were increased
by the factor of safety. The affect of this design trend on flight safety cannot be assessed, but the
importance of selecting proper design parameters and having a factual data base increases.

The limitations which inhibit induced load measurements have led some to believe that thi factor
of safety should be retained on loada, but that all other design considerations (which are assumed to
be well-defined) should be evaluated by a rational statistical analysis. These concepts might lead to
a refinement of current design procedures, but it does not change them since statistical considerations
have long been a part of airplane and missile design ctiteria. Although probability factors for structural
design are seldom expressed in current criteria, the choice of limit load factors for static and fatigue
strength and various environmental design parameters are fundamentally based on flight and environmental
statistics (Reference 24).

Perhaps the most important contribution to airframe safety is that of testing. As so aptly noted
in Reference 42, "safety regulations, however good and sophisticated, should always provide for approval
based upon relevant experiment, such as the measurement or control of actual loads, the measurement of
the actual strength of componento, and the demonstration of the performance of the complete structure
by proof or stiffness tests." This practice has long been the custom of the aeronautical engineer.
Both ground and flight tests are used to demonstrate design integrity and optimize the conflicting
requirements of minimum weight end maximum structural reliability. Optimization and economic airframe
life requirements have in recent years placed considerable emphasis on developmental testing. This
emphasis will probably increase in future years. Although testing is a very cost effective design and
substantiation "tool," the expense of testing is a major obstacle to obtaining more appropriate statistical
data for reliability-based design concepts and statistical substantiation of structural reliability.
Some of the interacting roles of structural analysis and testing are discussed in Reference 43.

A natucal extension to current practice is the use of additional factors and design parameters.
This concept is less complex and easier to manage in a rapidly changing design environment than using a
variable factor of safety. The modified factor of safety concept (Reference 21) factors three performance
variables and it could be expanded to include others. Going further, Reference 38 suggested that the
factor of safety on loads for missiles could be reduced in certain instances when a particular load
source is highly predictable, thrust for example. However, Reference 16 expressed the view that although
some design load sources are highly predictable, the combined design load may be exceeded for some
design conditions when components of the combined load are reduced. In effect, known conservatisms
compensate for the unknown.

The additional design r-rmplexity imposed by a new or revised concept on structural analysis must
be considered, too. Associating a specific factor with a specific variable, regardless of the number
of factored variables, will provide a certain level of additional complexity to a load/stress analysis;
using a variable factor of satety and specific parameters will add a different level of complexity.
Computerized analysis techniques can relieve some of the bookkeeping, but considerable additional
judgement in design is required as compared to using a single factor of safety on load. Although less
complex, the single factor of safety on loads will not satisfy the objective to control structural
reiiability; the single factor is a function of numerous variables which can vary structural reliability
appreciably and not impose a change on the factor itself. Also, if new factors of safety are applied
to additional design parameters or if revised or variable factors are applied to loads, the years of
experience and back log of compensating design limitations and related requirements which we have for
the conventional factor of safety will be lacking and design confidence will decrease until a new base
can be established.

Major changes in airframe design technology are usually accompanied by a comparison with existing
techniques prior to adoption. Reference 30 illustrates a limited comparison of this type as discussed
in Section V. Other studies have made comparisons relating "equivalent" factors of safety to a "compatible"
reliability. Such comparisons can be found in References 28, 44, 45, and 46. There is a similarity
between reliability and factor of safety concepts which becomes more obvious when the factor of safety
is viewed as a concept based on the statistical definitions of many basic design parameters. Each
design parameter, however, is normally reduced to a specific value and the concept becomes deterministic
rather than probabilistic. To further the analogy, the design (ultimate) and operational (limit)
stresses can each be assumed linear and represented by a frequency distribution. The ratio of the mean
stresses of each assumed distribution can then be defined as a factor of safety. Reference 44 uses
this analogy to show that the level of reliability can vary widely for the same factor of safety value.
As proportional changes are made to the stress ratio or to the shape of the distributions, the overlap
of the tails of the distributions varies and, in turn, the reliability varies. A fixed factor of
safety cannot, therefore, ensure a constant level of reliability without considering the statistics of
the design strength and operational stresses. Reference 44 further explains that the factor of safety
can be placed on a more rational basis and, in fact, only has meaning when related to the concept of
reliability.

The degree of safety desired or required also varies according to the particular point in the V-G
diagram which is involved. The left hand corners of the diagram represent maximum lift coefficient and
the maximum load possible (not considering the small increase in maximum lift coefficients that can
occur under dynamic conditions and which may be used in constructing the diagram), and thus, if a
static test has been conducted satisfactorily and validated by flight measured loads, it would be
physically "impossible" to have a static structural failure at these points when operating normally.
A similar statement may be made of the flight controls, which are limited in loading to specific boost
apacities, and in a more general sense, to inlets which are designed to specified pressurea corresponding

to maximum speeds to which the airplane will fly. The airplane may physically exceed the design speed



(and maneuver limits), but it has turned out in practice that pilots htve kept within speed (and maneuver)
iimitr without difficulty. In these cases, it might be logical to consider a lower factor of safety
than that considered for the right hand corners of the V-n diagram (Reference 25).

Exceptions to normally controlled flight conditions are instabilities which cause design load
factors to be exceeded. The factor of safety does not recognize aerodynamic instabilities in design.
Even with an extensive operational background, past experiences show that all static flight failures
cannot be predicted. Several "modern" airplanes have been lost because of unaccounted for aeroelastic
affects. Some losses were the result of aerodynamic interactions and one resulted from improperly
predicted span wise wing loads. Some structural failures could have been prevented within the state-
of-the-art but others have result4.d from new phenomena not anticipated or as a subsequent event to a
prior turbulonce upset (Reference 25).

More recent examples of structural failure can be cited for both fighter and transport airplanes.
These examples resulted from control system malfunctions. Gross in-flijht structural failures subsequently
occurred to the wings of the airplanes. Spars were cracked an] major thick-akin wing planks became
detached, but the instabilities were eve:,tually overcome and the crews survived. If these structures
had been designed to a lower factor of safety, or to a "design" load (rather than limit/ultimate)
concept having an effe,:tive factor of safety lower than 1.5, these airplanes would probably have failed
.atastrophically in flight. This failure projection is hypothetical, but these real examples of structural

overload reflect the inherent conservatism in today's airframe and the need for overload protection.
It is unlikely that the dollar value associated with the cost of the airplane and crew training, for
any one of the several airplanes affected, could be off-set by the "savings" in weight, the performance
"gained," or operational costs "saved" by using a design concept that might provide a lower level of

structural safety.

There is another measure of safety to be accounted for beyond the "normal" over-load/under-strength
probability limits of structural failure. Extraneous causes of structural failure may arise which are
not part of an original design evaluation. Instances of poor maintenance, improper assembly or reassembly,
substitution of improperly heat treated components, etc., are well know. Other phenomena such as
hydrogen embrittlemenL and stress corrosion may not be adaptable to statistical design procedures and
the statistical limitations of small coupon or structural component tests are also well know. Even if
these events can be statistically accounted for, their significance could overshadow the probability of
"normal" structural failure when -onsidering reliability-based criteria (Ref 25).

There is still another safety aspect to consider. The factor of safety does interact with other
design and analysis requirements, although it is often vicwd Aa an independent measure of structuLa!
safety. Reference 47 is a study of comparisons between existing and proposeu Civil EngineerLng require-
ments that emphasize a similar interaction. The study first notes the many uncertainties in design and
construction that are covered by providing "overload" protection. The facets noted are identical in
context to those considered within the factor of safety concept for airframe design. Similarly, the
factor of safety concept is noted to be a crude method of covering analytical and construction errors,
but the reference also notes that it has the merit of simplicity. The study itself evaluated a variety
of structures exposed to three loading conditions. It compared the quantities of flexural steel required
for each design case and assessed the theoretical "overload" capacities of the structures. The steel
requirements using both the old and new requirements were found to be very similar for each loading
condition, but the presumed overload protection was found to vary. It was initially presumed and
implied in the specifications that the theoretical overload protection would be proportional to the
factor of safety associated with each load system. However, the strength was not proportional to the
factors of safety used. This occurred because the design of the adjacent spans in the structure used
different factors depending on whether they were loaded or not; in some cases, the loaded spans were
couterbalanced by an exaggerated (factored) dead load on the adjacent unloaded spans. The overload
capacity of the loaded spans, then, was not directly proportional to the factor of safety.

Even though the study showed a variation in overload capacity, existing structures designed to
these requirements were still considered safe for several reasons; occurrences of actual overload were
negligible, the probability of understrength was low, and "inevitable detailing" excesses (design
conservatism) existed. One additional reason, however, is most important and relates to the elastic
analysis. Until recently, the complexity of the elastic analysis encouraged the use of simplified
assumptions which required up to 70 percent more steel than would have been required by a more rigorous
analysis. The additional material, in turn, greatly increased the overload capacity of the structure
and led Reference 47 to conclude with this question: "With the increasing use of computers, which make
more rigorous analysis, --- will structures designed according to --- (existing requiremer.ts) --- or
similar types of load system(s) still be adequately safe?" This question is equally applicable to the
1.5 factor of safety design concept for airplanes.

The following are similar points emphasized in Reference 29. The main point emphasized is that
the conventional factor of safety provides for (unknown) situations that might not be recognized in a
more sophisticated ("rational") design procedure. Any attempt to be too sophisticated can also lead to
design procedures that are impractical. To avoid these possible problems, new and old concepts should
be closely compared. Any large differences in the results should be viewed with caution and not be
accepted uncritically. It is further noted that different results, e.ther more or less critical, are
not necessarily adverse and can often be justified under appropriate circumstances.

The concluding question in Reference 47 should also be expanded to reliability-based concepts: If
more complex reliability-based design concepts are eventually implemented to "rationalize" existing
requirements, "save" airframe weight and "improve" performance, will the "new" structures still be
adequately safe? There is no immediate answer available. Hopefully, any change in design concept will
bring with it an adequate and equivalent level of airframe safety; however, aqy design concept is a
balance of requirements involving numerous parameters and design nteractions and any new concept
for which experience is limited must be thoroughly evaluated and closely monitored to ascertain the
true affect of the change on structural safety.

Generally, reliability-based concepts are not pioposed to improve flight safety. Flight safety is
always a concern and new design concepts are generally not adopted until an equivalent or better level
of safety is assured. The most significant reason normally given for adopting a new concept is to
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achieve a reduction in weight when compared to the accepted norm. This reason is well intended but
could also be misleading. The accepted norm can be elusive and difficult to define and the projected
"savings" in structural weight can be easily overstated. Every design concept attempts to maximize
efficiency and avold either an unconservative or an overweight structure. In this respect, current
design practice has been very effective. Reference 19 provides some insight to the history of structural
efficiency for bomber and transport airplanes up to 1964. The observation is that airplane weight
trends and structural weight fractions are very consistent. It makes no difference whether an airplane
is jet powered or propeller driven, whether it was built 25 years ago or is of recent (1964) vintage.
There remains a balance between an efficient structure and/or material and the design requirements
imposed on them. Studies of future airplanes (beyond 1964) also supported this trend (which still
seems valid today). It is apparent that if more efficient materials and types of construction are
found, that more stringent operational requirements will be imposed on them. Time and state-of-the-art
advancet seemingly have little affect on basic structural weight trends. Reference 19 describes the
weight trend curves as basic, and as such, a technological break-through would be required to significantly
change them.

The trends, of course, are based on the conventional factor of safety design and metallic materials;
any improvement in structural weight trends that might result from the use of a reliability-based
design concept or from c(mposite materials when used on an actual airplane is unknown. These concepts
may provide the necessary break-through. However, an airplane design is the result of many compromises
and intera-tions which have a neutralizing influence on overall design with respect to any one parameter.
Too often weight and performance improvements are estimated superficially and the optimistic conclusions
are not achievable. A thorough study that incorporates the major performance and airframe parameter
interactions in a design evaluation is required to obtain a confident weight impact assessment and many
design variations would be required to establish a new trend. The pacing influence on performance
improvements to date have come from advances in propulsion concepts, not structural concepts. Structural
designs have su;cessfully kept pace, however, and structural efficiency has improved. But as pointed
out in Reference 19, when greater structural eff !ciency is achieved, greater demands are made and the
structural weight fraction has not changed appreciably.

The actual impact of design data, analysis, weight and test interactions on the development and
application of future reliability-based concepts cannot be clearly defined at this time. The similarities
between the factor of safety and probabilistic techniques indicate that any state-of-the-art improvements
intended to benefit the implementation of a probabilistic concept would also benefit and improve the
factor of safety concept. This is especially evident when considering a design data base and may be an
additional point to consider when evaluating changes in current design concepts.

There appears to be a slightly subdued, but continuing interest within the aerospace industry to
develop a design concept that improves the "deficiencies" associated with the factor of safety concept.
It has been assumed that any lack of clarity in the merit, goals or direction that might be associated
with a reliability-based concept, will be resolved satisfactorily as the concept is implemented.

The remaining section will briefly summarize the salient traits of the concepts reviewed and
proiezt a pussible balance in their future application.

7. SUMMARY

To have emphasized --1v Itructural design concepts with respect to flight safety is in keeping
with rhe i..ended scope 31 this revie., but emphasizing too limited a view could be misleading and
detract from other important sofety apecto  Safety considerations in a broader view are discussed in
References 48 and 49 and serve as a reminAs: of the overall scope of the safety problem. Safety is a
total operational system and all aspects must be con;dered in unison.

The static strength safety aspects of the airframe naave been "controlled" orimarily by the 1.5
factor of safety. To be more precise, the factor of safety has been the most visible design aspect of
airframe safety and it serve3 as a unit of measure in that regard. It provides protection to occupants
from both understrength airframes aud inadvertent overloads. But the overell concept of safety must
again be emphasized and not just the factor of safety; the factor does not function alone but in concert
with many other structural design and operational requirements.

The 1.5 factor of safety in U.S. design practice is fundamental, and represents a level of design
safety which has become an accepted standard. Although the concept is accepted and used without reserva-
tion, it has remained in an intermittent state of review. Its efficiency as a design concept has been
challenged and the objectives of its design application cannot be clearly identified. There are proponents
who have encouraged change and proponenLs for the status quo. To define the arguments and differences
between them is sometimes difficult.

Pethdpb the 1.5 factor of safety is "rational" and does not require revision. Or perhaps the 1.5
fac~or of safety is "arbitrary" and its basic function cannot be defined sufficiently to establish a
revised valtte. Its history seems to say that the 1.5 factor of safety is a mixture of both elements.
The 1.5 factor is "rational" because it is based on what were considered to be representative ratios of
design to operating maneuver load factors evperienced during the 1920a and 1930s (which have not appre-
ciably clrnged today) and it is "arbitrary" because we still do not know the exact design, manufacturing
and operating irknowns and variL.ons it protects against, or how to quantify them. Neither can the
drgree of inflight safety provided by the 1.5 factor be quantified, but its successful history cannot
be lightly dismissed.

Reliability and realism seem to go together. Probabilistic design concepts are considered more
realistic and have been proposed aa being more rational than the factor of safety. Reliability-based
concepts have, therefore, been proposed to replace the factor of safety concept. Beca.se - anticipated
implementation delays, interim design techniques have been proposed and consist of multiple factors of
safety which are related to specific design parameters and variable factors uf safety which are related
to specific design needs.

The pritary justification and final objective of the probabilistic concept is to improve airplane
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performance and reduce operating costs. These improvements are to be gained through reduced airframe
weight. However, recent airplane weight studies and past weight trends have shown that the actual
airplane weight saved is often less than anticipated. Duiability, fatigue life, and damage tolerance
requirements also influence airframe weight and tend to supersede savings gained through "improved"
design techniques. These requirements add weight beyond that needed for static strength.

There are many design and operational (and possibly legal) ramificatiord to be defined before the
factor of safety coniept can be formally changed with assured justification. The lack of appropriate
statistical data, the need for procedures to establish the true structural reliability of a design and
to demonstrate (verify) contractual requirements will also hinder implementation of a reliability-based
design concept.

Reliability-based concepts are difficult to define and understand in summary form because of their
complexity, but regardless of the advantages or disadvantages alluded to herein, the concepts cannot be
lightly discarded. They must be examined critically and objectively, simultaneously defining the
needed design parameters. Yet, a completely rigorous reliability-based concept may be so impractical
for structural design that it may be less desirable than the easily administered (less rigorous) factor
of safety concept. In time, the application of reliability-based concepts to airframe design will
increase, but the degree of their application may have a definite limit. Future concepts will probably
evolve to incorporate both a simplification of the purely statistical relisbility-based concept and the
gross simplicity of the factor of safety concept. The factor of safety still covers many contingencies
and at this time it appears there will be a need for some factor, and to a greater degree than is
sometimes implied (References 21 and 25).

The objective has riot been ty support or minimize a particular structural design concept but to
underscore certain points seldom emphasized. All of the disadvantages noted appl) to both the factor
of safety and reliability-based concepts. The point is, that the reliability-based concept will not
eliminate all of the "problems" of the factor of safety concept or necessarily offer a "safer" design.
In fact, the "problems" may tend to increase because of limited design experience with statistical
concepts and the use of statistically "defined" parameters that may be of questionable validity.
Furthermore, there may be an unjustified confidence in computed reliability estimates, although relia-
bility-based design concepts have been assumed to be more rational than factor of safety concepts. The
physical results of a reliability-based design and the related statistical data iust be more than a
mathematical nicety; the statistical confidence expressed in the design must be realizable, in fact.
Finally, regardless of the design concept adopted for future use, the safety of the airframe will
depend not only on that concept, but on the adequacy of the total structural design criteria and the
ability of the concept to meet the proof of compliance requirements of the design specifications
(Reference 25).
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LOAD FACTOR FOR LOAD (Lb/Sq. Ft.)

Ailerons
High Low Inverted Landing and Horizontal Vertical

Name Incident Incident Flight Conditions Tail Surfaces Tail Surfaces

Pursuit 12.0 6.5 4.0 7 35 30

Observation 8.5 5.5 3.5 6 30 25

Light Bomber 5.5 3.5 2.5 5 25 20

Heavy Bomber 4.5 3.0 2.5 5 20 15

Primary Training 8.0 5.5 3.5 7 35 30

Advance Training 8.0 5.5 3.5 7 35 30

Cargo 5.5 3.5 2.5 5 25 20

Figure 1. Design Loads for Major Assemblies (Reference 1)

ANC - 1 (1) SPANWISE AIR LOAD DISTRIBUTION - NAVY

ANC - 1 (2) CHORDWISE AIR LOAD DISTRIBUTION - NAVY

ANC - 1 (3) DETERMINATION OF POINTS OF APPLICATION OF RESULTANT AIR LOADS - NAVY

ANC - 1 (4) RELATION BETWEEN AERODYNAMIC AND INERTIA LOADS - NAVY

ANC - 2 GROUND LOADS -ARMY
ANC - 3 WATER LOADS = NAVY AND BUREAU OF AIR COMMERCE

ANC - 4 METHODS OF STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS - BUREAU OF AIR COMMERCE
ANC - 5 STRENGTH OF AIRCRAFT ELEMENTS - BUREAU OF AIR COMMERCE
ANC - 6 METHODS OF STRUCTURAL TESTING - ARMY

ANC - 7 DETAIL DESIGN - ARMY

ANC - 8 PROPELLERS AND ENGINE ACCESSORIES - ARMY

ANC - 10 PERFORMANCE CALCULATIONS - NAVY

ANC - 11 PERFORMANCE TESTING - ARMY

ANC - 12 VIBRATION AND FLUTrER PREVENTION HANDBOOK (DECIDED UPON IN 1938
EXECUTIVE MEETING) - CIVIL AERONAUTICS AUTHORITY

Figure 2. Army Navy Commerce (ANC) Committee Programs and Publications (Reference 2a)
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Figure 3. Navy V-G Diagram, Log-Log Coordinates and Rounded Corners (Reference 2)



STRESS ANALYSIS CRITERIA

BASIC FLIGHT CRITERIA

WINGS AND WING BRACING

ALIGHTING GEAR

CONTROL SURFACES, INCLUDING FIXED SURFACES, AND AUXILIARY DEVICES

CONTROL SYSTEMS

ENGINE MOUNTS AND NACELLES

FUSELAGE AND HULL

FITTINGS

Figure 4. Specification X-1803 Classifications (Reference 2c)

STRUCTURAL FACTORS OF CAFETY STRUCTURAL DELTA WEIGHT ULTIMATE MARGINS OF SAFETY

1.125 -6.2% -0.250

1.250 -4.0% -0.167

1.500 0.0 0.000

1.750 +4.0% +0.167

1.875 +6.2% 44). 2.10

Figure 5. Structural Weight and Margin of Safety Variations .rLth Changes in Factor of Safety
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Figure 6. Example of Interaction Envelope Construction (Reference 20)
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0 TI 1.1 & 11 -1.1 Yield Philosophy
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012

-21u of5 s

1.3 Fato 2o8~ .35 .1.98794 1.1 5.2

1.5 Factor 102.5 1.040 1.88900 0.83 1.93 1.016 1.00

Eq Rel (1.2) 106.23 .943 .876 .932 .76 .90 1.017 1.032

Figure 8. A Comparison of Weight and Performance Changes with Different Factor of Safety

and Reliability Concepts for a Large Cruise Vehicle (Reference 20)



54

Design Ultimate
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Figure 9. Statistical Representation of the Factor of Safety Design Concept
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Figure 10. Two Parameter Probability Distributions and Interaction Envelope (Reference 21)
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Figure 11. Location of Design Points (Reference 21)
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Figure 12. Overload and Understrength Requirements (Reference 29)
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THE LABORATORIO NACIONAL DE ENGENHARIA CIVIL
AND THE STRUCTURAL SAFETY CONCEPTS

IN CIVIL ENGINEERING

by

J.Ferry Borges
Director, Laborat6rio Nacional de Engenharia Civil,

Lisbon, Portugal

1. INTRODUCTION

This opening presentation is divided into two completely different subjects.

First a brief description of the Laborat6no Nacional de Engenharia Civil (Portuguese Civil Engineering Laboratory)
LNEC.

Thereafter a sumnary of the present situation concerning structural safety concepts in Civil Engineering.

The description of LNEC is jastified by the fact that the AGARD meeting is taking place in its campus.

The presentation of structural safety concepts is justified by the possible mutual benefits that can dere e from a
comparison of structural safety concepts used in Aeronautics and Civil Engineering.

2. THE PORTUGUESE CIVIL ENGINEERING LABORATORY, LNEC

The Laboratono Nacional de Engenharia Civil, LNEC, is a research institute in the domain of ,;onstruction related
to Civil Engineering. It gives te.hnical support to the activity in the following fields. buildiag and town planning
(housing, schools, social equipment), transportation (roads, railways, harbours and airports), power produLtion (hydro
eie%.tn,, thermic and nuclear plants, ovvrhead electric lines), industrial and agricultural buildings, building materials,
elements and components; design and construction.

It depends on the minister of Public Works direct, and is in cose contact with the remaining state departments, and
public and private enterprises concerned with the above fields. As it also carries out specialization and professional up-
grading activities, it keeps in touch with institutions mainly devoted to education.

LNEC, with its staff of about 1,000, of which more than two hundred are graduated people, may be considered an
important research institution not only on national level but also by international standards.

Perseverance in training, improving and selecting its staff for about thirty years has made it possible to assemble a
group of researchers, specialists, assistants and other technicians and administrative personnel who form a valuable patr
mony. In the nea, future there is the purpose of enlarging the specialized tethnital staff in such a wa) as to increase
LNEC .apacity to meet Portugal's needs for research and to continue collaborating in the resolution of problems put by
foreign organizations.

LNEC is organized into 8 departments and 38 technical or administrative divisions.

The total operation tost of LNEC in 1977 amounted to about 300 million es,Ldos, of which about onc third corres-
ponds to state appropriation, one trrd is granted from investment plans to research and one third corresponds to
contracted studies and services.

The LNEC campus is about 22 hectares. Its total floor area is about 70,000 n 2

To give support to research activities, LNEC has a computing centre, which is also used t- a large number of public
and private organizations on a time-sharing basis.

It also has some design offices and workshops for developing mechanical and elvctronic test equipment not available
on the market. Some of that equipment has been patented, and is commetcialized by LNEC miiair.y abroad.



To back up researcl, LNEC is provided with a library which contains about 100,000 publications and receives more
than 800 periodicals. The library .arding index ,ontains above 600,000 entries. Automation of bibliographic research is
already a fact for some domains (roads, hydraulics), and it will progressively be extended to further domains.

Research is .onducted following four-years plans that obey guide-lines set for longer times, and are put to effect by
means of yearly plans. Four research plans are in progress. a government s investment plan that gives support to building
research, a plan for housing studies, a plan for hydraulic studies, and a plan for studies on roads, railways and airfields, all
provided with their own funds. All such planning is carried out in coordination with bodies concerned with activities in
these fields. The total number of studies included in these plans amounts to about two hundred.

Resear;.n applied to resolution of specific problems related to design and construction of civil engineering works is
made on contract. Planning and budgeting precede every study. As studies progress the control of their execution and
cost is carried out.

In addition to research, LNEC carries out a large number of other activities, such as. standard tests, drafting of
spe;ifications, standards and codes, delivering of agreements and classification of building materials and components,
control of materials production, observation of structural behaviour, general information and advice.

Particular reference should be made to sr, ecialization and professional upgrading activities under the form of
seminars, courses and technical information sessions.

The seminars are mainly meant for updating and discussing knowledge on specialized subjects. They disseminate
research aitivities and contribute towards the training of LNEC specialists as well as other technicians particularly of
holders of study grants working at LNEC. The training of specialists is extended to non-LNEC trainees who by completing
a study programme and submitting a thesis can qualify as research officers and principal research officers.

Professional upgrading couises, held in Lrsbon and in .everal other towns in Portugal, are meant for the professional

upgrading of technicians concerned with the building industry.

Technical :nformation sessions have the purpose of divulging recent achievements in different domains.

The dissemination of knowledge is backed ur by the publication of numerous documents. technical papers,
techni -,al inforn~ation sheets, manuals, text-book,, specifications and booklets of several kinds.

A general assessment of its action since it v as created in 1947 makes it clear that the LNEC has succeeded in
achieving the goals that were set to it. In addition to contributing towards progress of knowledge in several domains, it
has solved a largo number of problems put to it either by national or foreign organizations, and moreoever it has conducted
many other actions for the benefit of the Port iguese technolgy with the aim of contributing to the social and economic
progress of the country.

3. STRUCTURAL SAFETY CONCEPTS IN CIVIL ENGINEERING

3.1 The Activity of the Joint-Committee on Structural Safety

The improvement and implerrm.ntation of structural safety -oncepts is the basic aim of the JointCommittee created
in 1971 and :ponsored by the following intcrnativnal associations in Civil Engineering. CEB Euro-International
Committee for Concrete, CECM - Euro pean Convention .ar Constructional Steelwork. CIB International Council for
Building Research Studies and Do,umt ntation, FJD - International Federation for Prestressing, IABSE h.ternational
Aossciation for Bridge and Structural tngineering, and RILEM International Union of Testing and Researi Laboratories
for Materials and Structures.

Several international tbodies sut.h as. ECE Economic Commission for Europe of the United Nations E.onomic and
Social Council, CLL tCommon-Market) Commission of European Communities and ISO International Organization for
Standardization are working in the harnonization of irternational rules for the design and execution of structures for
different types of construction and material. This harmonization implies unification of basic concepts.

The improvement and unification of basic concepts are upstream of the harmonization uf .cfi, rules. Consequt ntl)
the terms of reference of the Joint.Committee are of great importance.

An extended unification of i.oncepts and design rules should allow mankind to benefit from existing knowledge
collected through iniernational %ouperative work. However, the fixing of -.oncepts hinders progress. This duality has
been uonsidered and bteps have oecen taken to fry to maximize the advantages of world wide cooperation, and to minimize
the disadvantages of crystallization and possible obsolescence of fundamental concepts.

Due to the initiative uf CLB, a seL of common unified rules for different types of .onstruction and material is being
drafted' . Sub-ummttee., werei created within the Joint Committee to deal with the first volume ,f this set of unified
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rules. This volume cuvers. objectives nd general recommendations for design, design methods, basis for the deter-
uination of actions and their combinations, general conditions for use, control and acceptance of materials and
components.

A bnei summary of the problems discussed, of the soAutions adopted and of the progress expected is presented. It is
not possible to review the overall activity of the Joint-Committee. Since its creation and up to the end of 1976, the
Committee had eight plenary meetings in which more than 60 contributions were presented'. The activity of the Editorial
Group, chaired by R.E.Rovie. who drafted the main text of Volume I, and of the Sub-committees, chaired by R.Rackwitz,
who drafted the Appendix dealing with Level 2 and the set of studies on First Order Reliability Concept for Design Codes'
is particularly acknowledged.

3.2 Design Objectives

The perspeutive of design as a decision process is well established. The ranking of objective functions in. utility, cost
anti reliability, is clear. For time invariant problems general theoretical formulation- conceptually correct already exist'

The reliability concept of achievement of acceptable probabilities that structures will not become unfit is ready :o be
used in much I-roader terms than tilt now. This is not the case with utility or generalied cost. These important basic
concepts would need further supporting data in order to be implemented. However, ,he choice of the acceptable
probabilities (or reliability indices) tan be guided by the aim of maximizing utility or minimizing generalized cost. This
leads to the consideration uf cost of failure consequences and attenuation cost (increase of initial cost per unit of increase
of reliability).

3.3 Limit States

The concept of limit state corresponds to a discretization of the concept of utility. Given e.g. a structural element
acted on by an action-effect S cf components M (bending moment) and N (axial force) there is a domain of structural
behaviour within which the utility is positive, a region in whith utility rapidly decreases and another domain where utility
becomes strongly negative.

The region between the positive and the negative domains can be idealized as a border which limits a safe domain
This border corresponds to a limit state. Often the utility surface is ondulated and several types of limit states can be
defined which correspond to different borders, each one associated with a given type of behaviour (cracking, deflection,
failure).

This way of thinking is satisfactory for time-invariant problems. However, this is not the general case. The negative
utility associated to a limit state depends on the interval of time during which the considered behaviour (unfitness) is
attained.

Limit states are usually classified into two groups. ultimate and serviceability limit states. The single occurrence of
an ultimate limit state produces an abrupt reduction of utility. In serviceability limit states the reduction of utility is in
general small and depends on the time interval during which the limit state is surpassed.

This duration concept is included in the unified code1 . Actions are defined in such a way that the durations of
exceedence of given values can be easily determined.

For given materials (e.g. concrete and timber) the duration of the actions affects not only the serviceability limit
states but also general structural behaviour. Although the idealization of actions should allow their definition for any
interval of time a standardization is advisable. At present there is the tendency to .onsider two durations quasi-
permanent and frequent actions1 . The first .orrespunding to mean values in the probability distributions of instantaneous
values (as sampled distributions) and the secuid to the upper 5% fractiles of these distributions. In special cases other
values have to be considered 6 .

The need to include in the unified code the definition of a reference time derives from the fact that probabilities due
to single events (construction phase) have to be assocated to probabilities of extreme values due to multiple events
(variable actions). Ihe probabilities of multiple events have to be referred to an interval of time. The interval of time of
SU years is now accepted as standard. However the theoretical formulatio is and the basic data easily allow to compute
probabilities given any other value of the reference time.

3.4 Levels of Design

The introduction of the concept of levels of design" derived from the nted to classify Jifferent more or less
approximate computational procedures, leading to the fulfilment of design objectives.

Three design levels are considered. Level 3 is a fully probabilisti% method. Design decisions are based on the expected
value of the utility E(V) or on the probability of attaining a limit state, Pf.
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For time-invariant problems, given a set of basic variables X, the expected value of the utility is given by.

E(V) = fR VX(x) d Fx (x) (1)

,here Fx (x) are the probability distnbutions of the basi variables, and Vx (x) measures the utilit associated to them.
The integral (1) is extended to the space R of all variables X.

The notions of safe and unsafe regions result from substituting the concept of limit state to the concept of utility.
The probability of surpassing a given limit state, whikh ,orresponds to the probabiity of being outside the safe region Dx
is given by the integral

Pf = I-f dF)x (x) (2)
Dx

All methods which allow an exact computation of the integral (1) or (2) are classified in Level 3.

Level 2 is an approximate probabilistic method.

Let the boider of the safe domain D x be d,,ined by a function gtX , v) = 0 where v is a design parameter. One
way of approximately assessing the rehability .onsists in measuing the distance betwcen the mean value X and the borer

g( ,v) = 0 (3)

Assume that the basic variables are independent and introduce the reduced basic variables

Xi -X i
Yi (4)

ox'

Equation (3) becomes

g(QP) = 0

The reliability whidi torresponds to a given value of v is measured by the reliability index 13. The relationship
between 0 and v is expressed by the set of equations

y1= +CiO (5)

ag

oq = (6)

gtY( . y, ,v) = 0 (7)

The derivatives included in equation (6) are computed at the design point y".

The system of equations (5) to (7) can be solved by iterative procedures.

Point y* is a distance P from the origin, closest to it on surface g(y , v) = 0.

Points y are fractiles weighted by parameters aI , (8) and correspond to Xi = X1 ± 13 Ox,

Level I is the so called semi-probabilistic method.

At Level I fixed iratles of the basik variablis are ued. These frattiles (diarattenstiL values) are multiplied by partial
safety factors which do not depend directy on the limit state criterion expressed by gt., v) = 0.

Briefly, the algorithms used at Level 3 allow to .ompute a-urately the values of the objetive fuintions, at Level 2
the alguwithmn yield approximate values of the extremes of the design functions, at Level I these approximate extremes
are obtained by introducing extremes of the basic variables in deterministic design functions.

In Levels 3 and 2 the basit. vanables are expressed by their probability distributions or at Level 2 by their two first
moments, mean and variance. In Level 1 basic variables are expressed by fixed fractiles.



The classification in three design levels is arbitrary and incomplete. Levels higher than Level 3 could be introduced
to express optimization cntena9 or to include prediction decision theolles'. Also, there are nu definite borders between
different levels. For istanc. the partial safety factors to be used at Level I can be dermed frum computations at Lev l 2.

3.5 Operating Spaces

For an understanding of code alternatives for safety checking, the concept of operating spaces should be introduced.

The basic variables, X , (actions, material properties, dimensions, etc.) define the input space.

Limit state conditions are usually expressed in action-effects, displacement., crack-widths. The space 3f these
variables is called output space.

For some problems it is ,onvenient to mnt;oduce iaxiary, variables (e.g. strains, stresses) which define th, statu-space.

Direct design or safety checking can be carned ,ut at any of these spaces. However non-linear transformations
between spaces art usually necessary. For safety checking in the input space a transformation into basic vanables of limit
state ,.oaditionb is needed, the same clecking in the output space implies a transformation of the basic variable into this
space. Finally, in the state-space, both basic variable and limit state conditions are to be transformed.

Usually at Level 1, uthmate limit states checking is carried out in the output pac e by ,.ompanng resisting and acting
action-effects. This corresponds to a special format of g(X, v) < 0 of the type S(XI . . Xj) - R(Xj+ I ... Xn) -< 0
where S(.) can be identified as acting action-effects and R(.) as resisting action-effects.

The mentiozied frmulation spaces can be used 'n any type of structural analysis (linear, non-linear, plasti,.) and of
design levels. Their choice depends on operational motives.

3.6 Basic Variables

3.6.1 Actions

For many decades man has been spending much activity in the measurement of actions. However, it is only recently
that these results are being interpreted under a common methodology in order to be used in design.

As indiated, the probabilistic formulation of safety implies a probabilistic definition of the actions. Consequently,
available data have to be interp:eted statistically in order to obtain convenient definitions.

lhe Joint-Committee has made a .onsiderable effort to idealize the most important types of actions0  Several inter
national associations and several groups in different countries are working in the same direction.

Levels 2 and 3 can only be implemented if probabmistr, idealizations of ations are given. For variable actioin these
idelizatiuns should include not only instantaneous values but also extreme values for different iitervals of time. Con
sequently, the idealizat.ns have t, be bastd on sto.hastic. processes. The simplest stochasti, process modl which allows
the ,oriibinatton of varable actions As of the repeated independent event ty pe" . Using this simple model all the pertinent
probabih.ry distnbutions of the parameters definint 'ie actions %,an be derived from the distribution of extreme values in
the reference time and from the corresponding number of repetitions'0 .

Progress in tie definition of actions is expected to derive not only from the use of stochastic. models, more refined
tha, thi, one, but partitularly from improved predction decision rules, alloing to build piagmaticall, optimal models'.
and also from the consideration that several types of actions are man-produced or man -ontrolled.

3 6.2 Mechanical Properties

li.. relatiuonsh.p between control and definition of mechanial proupcrties bhould be very intimate. Efforts along these
lines yielded an improved definition of types of control and acceptan%e rules'2 . Piogrc.n depends not only on better
theuretia l approache-es which allow to incorporate all information avalable in the proLabihsti, defilition of mechanial
properties, but also on u.,proved uoperation with the indurtnes of matenals of ,unstntion to .ompatibilize the needs
and inturests of the owners, tile designers, the builders and the producers of materials. Mutual ifoirnation and national
and international actions are required.

5 6.3 Dimensions

Dimensional toleran.e are often viewed as a onstructional and not as a stru,,tural problem. For strutural purposes
dintensions are usually taken as deterministic quantities. When the probabilisti, vatiabilit) has to be considered, the
present tendency ,onsibts in extending to structural problems the onept of tolerancs and as igning upper and lower
limits of the dirnepsions to be introduced in structural design expressions.



In future, dimensions should be dealt with as other basi, variables by defining their probability distributions and
by fixing control and acceptance rules to fulfil both constructional and structural objectives.

3.7 Combination of Actions

Given a variable X of probability distribution F(X) , the probability distribution of the extreme values cbtained
by r independent repetitions of X is expressed by

Fr(X) = (F (X)) r  (8)

This simple expression allows to transform distnbutions of instantaneous values into extreme distributions for an)
value of r (the r repetitions being assumed to correspond to non-correlated trials).

If n different types of a tions at sintultaneously, design should be checked for n combinations of actions each
one orresponding to the case in which one of the adtions assumes its extreme value in the reference time. The
computation procedure is the following:

The n actions are ordered according to their number of repetitions, ri < ri+ 1

The prubability distributions to be used in each ,.ombination are obtained assuming the number of repetitions
indicated in Table IV.

TABLE I

Number of Repetitions to be Considered in Each Combination

Action number and number of repetitions
Combination in the reference time

Number
1 2 3 ... n

I r, r2 /ri r3 /r2  .... rn/rn- 1
2 1 r2  r 3 /r 2  . .. rn/rn- 1

3 1 1 r3  ... rn/rn- 1

L 1 rn  I

When used at Level I this .ombination rule corresponds to reducing the ,haracteristic values of the act:ons. In the
Unified Code this redution is introduced through a combination factor, o . In tile same way, coefficients , and 01
are intiuduced to transform extreme thara%.ter,st%. attions in the reference time into actions with different durations.
The combination rules whi.h include actions of different durations are also included in the Unified Code.

3.8 Structural Behaviour

li the optius of safety ,,"klng the study of stru%.tural behaviour consists in the transformation of variables between
operating spaces. In general the transformations are non-linear.

The simultaneous transformation of ,;i 4anables from the input to the output space or reciprocally is iii most cases
difficult to handle. For this reaon it is tonvenient to split the problems iato (i) transformation- wlich allow to determine
the lit state surface bresibting a.tion-effectsj in the action-effects space (members analysis) and (ii) transformations
whit.h allouw to obtain the action-effects acting on the members as a function of the uombined ations (structural anal) sis)

This corresponds to a formulation of the type S - R, in the geneialized sense of considering the multi dimensional
charater of S and R and .onsequently defining the spae variability of S and the safe domain of ation effects limited
by R . In this formulation the border of the safe domain is no longer deterministic but random. It can be determined
using the weighted fractiles method.

The probabtiltic vanability of the acting aetion-effects has to be derived from the variability of the actions taking
in due consideration the non-lineanty of the transformation S(X). Also, in this case a linearization procedure should be
adopted.

At Level 2 it would be convenient to implement algorithms which would allowm the combination of the two problerc,'
and consequently a unified linearization and definition of weighted fractiles.



In future, dimensions should be dealt with as other basit. variables by defining their probability distributions and
by fixing control and acceptance rules to fulffi both constructional and structural objectives.

3.7 Combination of Actions

Given a vanable X of probability distnbution F(X), the probability distribution of the extreme values ebtained
by r independent repetitions of X is expressed by

Fr(X) = (F (X)) r  (8)

This simple expression allows to transform distnbutions of instantaneous values into extreme distributions for any
value of r (the r repetitions being assumed to correspond to non-correlated trials).

If n different types of a,,tions a,,t simultaneously, design should be checked for n combinations of actions each
one ,orresponding to the case in which one of the actions assumes its extreme value in the reference time. The
computation procedure is the following:

The n actions are ordered according to their number of repetitions, ri < ri+ 1

The probability distributions to be used in each %,ombination are obtained assuming the number of repetitions
indicated in Table 1V.

TABLE I

Number of Repetitions to be Considered in Each Combination

Action number and number of repetitions
Combination in the reference time

Number
1 2 3 ... n

I ri r2 /r, r 3/r 2  " I " rn/rn-i

2 1 r2  r3 /r 2  . .. rn/rn-

3 1 1 r3  . . . rn/rn-I

_ 1 1j ... rn

When used at Level I this .ombination rule corresponds to reducing the .haracteristic values of the actons. In the
Unified Code this reduttion is introduted through a combination fa%.tor, 0 . In the same way, coefficients , and
are inuudu.ed to transform extreme 4haratersti.. attions in the reference time into a~.tions with different durations.
The tombination rules which include actions of different durations are also included in the Unified Code.

3.8 Structural Behaviour

In the optics of ,afety ",Jklg the study of strutural behaviuur .onsists in the transformation of variables between
operating spaces. In general the transformations are non-linear.

The !imultaneouks transformation of aI anables from thc input to the output spae or ret.iprokally is in most cases
difficult to handle. For this reason it is *.oivenient to split the probkmls iato (i) transformations whi,-h allow to determine
the limit state burfa-.e kresistini 4,ton-effets) in the atiun-effe..ts spae (members analysis) and (ii) transformations
whn.h allow to obtain the ation-effets aditng on the members as a funtiun of the ombined adtions (truatiral analysis)-

This .orresponds to a formulation of the type S - R , in the generalized sense of .onsidering the multi dimensional
Oarater of S and R and .onsequently defining the spa~e vanability of S and the safe domain ofation effe,.ts limited
by R . In this formulation the border of the safe domain is no longer deterministik but random. It can be determined
using the weighted fractiles method.

The probabilistie variability of the atig aution-effets has to be derived from the variability of the adions taking
in due .onsideration the non-lineanty of the transformation S(X). Also, in this .4se a linearization procedure should be
adopted.

At Level 2 it would be vonvenient to implement algorithms which would allow the ,ombination of the two problerrs
and consequently a unified linearization and definition of weighted fractiles.
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